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A

PREFACE

Why-study institutionel'soals?':Fo what reasons would a-.-,
,,

,._
..01

committee reviewing a,state's master plan for higher education Sponsor

a Staexade analysis, -of. campus goals? kr answer would be first-that

-. witima.A.coneeption of ,what system Should be s'4Ing' eo accomplish,
. 4 if :r

% ,,Z I1 -. r .1 . , - ,
no 'appraisal of ,t1}e present .plan, makes any.sense, nor likewise*

-,,,p,--

.

.

l'
proPosed refOris make sense without a prioriunderstandini Of what the

. -.:

____......... ,s,

. ref or_ ths'-areinten'ded to-athic.74%* ' °
.

\: . ... -... . , ,
* -'

k-c*nd;-bigOnd the fornu4Ation:dr-refneMent of 4 master plan,_
, ,

,
.,-.:

9 .. ,

, .
. -.

t clear conce tio-ns_of syst6a and_segment purposes as wr(11 as of.thegoals':
. , _

. :,
,

..- , .

*.
, .

.

_ ., .of indllidual.institutiOns-havenumerons,uses in the J-Ily to day wuk-
:

- =-="'" e. '

...

.), Of t4e-Varloys e--.1ements.of the overall -higher- education system in
-
the state, .

a -n curriculum' iplanning and decisions about new,programs, n tbebudgating
. _ ...

.

.1r

Nt.:. "
and fiscal allocation processes; in-'sfudent adVissidus and placement

!'
opolicfesi faculty recruitment and 'reara decisions; in the organization,

* -

41- ,

9

1

governance,. and maintenance of possibly distinct/Aye environments on each
. ,

campuS, and d-so fort* Indeed, pushing the case; It May-be argu6d that no:V , ,. . .
-

.. .-
.

"substantivedecisian on a campus or ln a-higher Office makes senseunless
,

. ..,'

.2

.!
1-

itis made wi,th refer''enceto institutional goals and,syS"tem.purposes:

. ,,
-, '. . i

r - r

--,Third, 'I Would' assert that purposf6f.arstateshigher
+.,

. .. A

ech4otion system, representing its fundamental policy ..a they 4, cipo

- -
.

be protulgated..more, or lesser arilyafrqmabove/elf,ne.\
:7

' :

-4. A

,ur ose e to comma'' res ect nd alle iance fr m the' le-involve-ct
.-.-

' 4. .2.,9 .
in the sy tem. For,purposes to be regarded4s legitimate,. Must be -,.'4'.'

;. ....r
determined througli,.a prcless that

,

le to
F

some'degree participative.pIn
.

.

y'
. 1 /

Iii

r
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t

'1,4 411 e

r t

this spirit, the Jgint Committee J:nvitedali *the state
. ,.. - - 4 : , ?'

.

ties---ro- include' at_ each o students, faculty, _admit).
.

.e 4

academic coniiiiun-i==

titratots, governing
,4' board members', and loCal community pegple:=---to- participate. in a cooperative

.

stung, Survey results aggregaten'acrOsS colleges would be made -a7ailable
l /ta the Joint' Committee for it's purposes; resultS for each*,c.a.mputhr variously

-tabulated- and oiganized, would be returned to the campils:gr
.

.°

analysis and. othe --selt-study PtirpdSeb. . ...
number o 'ways .this has been a Milestgne .stUdy, To 'my

,

knovledge.,.j.t is the firs instaiice o't an agehcy tesponsihieforprdiosing,
", : ;.

.policy for a statewide ,education system atOMpting road 'analysis of the,
beliefs of the people in the sy (*der to incotporate those beliefs A

. ' 9
into ''a policy-Las -'purpdSes:formttlation. While thete nave been several..... .., ,-
Multi---campus, studies. of college goals (Gra`ds. & 'G.rambsch,. 19.68;./1+4 1911;

. ..-...

Peterson: 197.2a), this. pne is by far the largest in: terms of .1mber, of
,

. ,,, , .
. .

institutions (116) a`rtd individnai respondefitt-(n4rly .24,000). It is a,
1., . - 1,

.
, I -mileat7)e

,
as n

-

-attempt, isingN; --a. 7oMp rehensive yet, Stand ard instrument,
.* el .

to essesy bg1h.presentl3 perceived 'as ell, as preferreckpriorities at all:, .
, .-- . . '.),, .

I

S

the -c eges. and univer,pities withfn r s.at .. ;...., '
. . ..

.h '1'.
. t,. .. ..This r4ort is organized 'in mgch t e' ame way as most reports on... .

7 s 4

social research kojecte. True to convention, ii ,makes heavy used charts'
. '..

''
..

.

Land tables (although the highlights of ever? table are also.spellea out in _,
s .:

1,7 w
o . . 6 I,prcise). 1.-epending gn the interests of the Leader`;

particularly ,-
--

.4,, . .
t. .

inteteq."1/4in knowing. the r'esulte in:detdi, theyrept.rt mayhe perused, in
r r . . . . '', / .,,,

several wasys lit the min. , .2 . ,

. -um; the Iiy;xesults of _the stirseel an be -,seen °*

in -pages' 157. through Ch er IV. , What'rtill. be 'missed o'oking.
- !. I

on19:, at the final c.lia ter lis a feeling for the vari ;'(pr'(pr lack thereof)*
a L,

4

.

'It

, I 7 1 V ,
1

," /

r, T.

r
, /

°

,

3. e... .;
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among the

burden Of

are all o

is, urid

very
v*--;-:.

been

readers."

idivIdUal"caidaim,On the various _Oafs,' FhiCh is 'die .main ..
;.- ,,..

* .. ,-
.therlengi:hyChapter III,: 'the nfanytnbleS in,thp chaptet- ;

, _,,,..7:,----t-7,.. i " ,C.
only two types, and once' tike logic of both kinds of taBies ... . ,

stood, the..essentiaf messages contained; in all g(rof. them can be.'
. .

ly graspld.. almost all
,

together in cheipter.II, -which can

of the teehtial. material: 'Ras

profitablY skipped by many°

.

The gen'eral_impriCation'S briefly 'set forth at the end of the
, -rePorts. are the author'Sow: fOt.wh'itli.be;assUmes full responsibility: I

4, 2 0
,qt.it.e realize that `different people r.440%differetit ci3ncliOions from, .

chooses to say ,aboueany stich results depends on 'his own-"valUes., beliefs
o'S . '

An d'N t ,
4

W stron/ gl urge ihe interested.

4

-the same set of .social --research 'data. Furthermore; ifferent,' aiproaches 2-2

22

to drawing c6nClusions froil social research-'data are-pOsSible: 'One could

1-- - o-, Z

s't

:1
2.

conservatively stick closely to the data, concluding no than what is

7cleari. and directly evident from

. results.mOre liberalt:, --as a kind

.the' results. Opt)* could use the 'research

of s:rymboadfor fairly" wide- ranging -,

'interpretztionsand speculations. What person, including this-4,iriter,

i. .....
: . _ , q.. . ...

. ..reader to study, the iahulard4E'eari'd cgme'to'shiS own 'conclusions about their
-. , .

, . . , ., : ,t*
, .; ...

;PYmeans g.
. .

,,
4,41Perhapa it is grat

this' report to 'pint the

t.2

itgus to note that it is not the intent of
, ,_inmr or oghe.rwise set ofk needless defensiveneas

. . ,/
from any O'f the .unitq of- constituencies the state higher ducation

. r .
. .

.\
complex. Indee.ci',61tnani elements of t1I dalifornia ,system, are saCknewiedgeC

1

.1 .4-. also, the. gen ral 1:leaning, o each gogl ,aetfrtli
4 '

/, /. 9

" r

,is. I.

A

k

.

cc,

t



te

C,

. .

.

,
0., .

c.

-.

'.. .to be tie best...6f,'.their. kifid in .the na ion- Instead, the,`,hoPe is that the
,.,.. -

, ..
. % ," . t . .fa-°, and the .interprelatione resultreg-from this s'tud'y wik be adsladIo '

.
.., , . .

--

.,.i '
- - . .

- \ zthe existing, ,stockpile 1

of. data, 'ideas., beidefs .and 'traditions,. all to be \,,-...__-i .
..., . ,.

weighed4nd 'sifted. ir. -the, inonts jlist.'ihead. toward -cee-ating- a better _plan #

1 .i 2.

.for

better: meeting the higher education deeds. of the people .of the stite.,
1

.
1

as

I ''. ts./ t . ., % .. . I 1

lib -6 ...'
* ' J

e"- ' ..
?..i,* I; , *.

...
C ' 1 -,

m
- r

t. o '
.>

t s m ,, ,
'

a

The stud , co01 1:not, haire been- carries ou0..without. thp help Of a./
' 4\ ./. . ?: o. .`. ' '.. . -* ' . "t ...-.t oil; TrIa.rii'ColIbagues The (.;se'..rall;prajwas' conceived, planned., and ,.,,, ,-4- - i , -. . /1.-.. 'e . a' ,I ,, '1.

iOnddeted in -cobpe 'atigin "with' the,: +aff, of 'the.Poitit;.Comm-itte.On the',

Master Plan for higher Education.'-;-Pat. Cal an, .., Sue Powe-11, Dan 'Friedland
' ,31 ; .._ I

. ,,... . , ; 1 !,
0

/ and Will Shadd#.sh.4 .Their spirit CA'cooperation and good Will was unfail Pg'.i .) . -

I

C.

p

.°1, . 'especially that . of' Ms; Powell- as s. e. moni.tored tile- Proj ec't through to. it, / ,
.

4. ,
. ., .7 , ) .. o A ; !' 5 ' ...%

5 */ 0
..completiiim. . ,

. ee ...
. . 7 .-0, . o '

Ti wish also tO aCknpisiltdge the `help 'of. the_tTechnical / ,embers of .1'. i - # f . ,,
.

S9
. - .

1 Liaison, Committee' formed for the project ,.
.

", .,. ,,.. ` .

f" o i. there me. t
.h.,-

-
odoltsicLis. ugfgesk ior s#

and .-for tiro certaiti population statistics necesearY fo; a weighted
9 # ,

. . . 0 , '
analysis of the survey data. Memberd included Mark Teibefi Morgan d''belr', . t7. . . 4 1`' e 0

'..; V, '..; Rebecdi-Singleton, R.''G: Whitsel, and Joseph Zeldn: ,Helpful: suggestions
. . . ..

:4.

,

. .were, also provided by Dr. Lee R.. -Kersdhnev,. Assistant gxecutive Vice ,

t -Chancellor of ',the California .=State trni.ersity ,.and Colleges, and, by't Dr.. Sally
. ,

1 '50Sper4ng4 'Mit:time; University of Cali. )rnia Academic i,Se
, / ,, -

:At .Educational Testing 'Service', ablCe :reNseardh a$esistanc was- .

,

e
,\,

. iprovided by Barbara. Greenbeig, -with 'help from ,Pamela Roelfs Carol Vale ' r --; t
. / ) 0_,'gave invaluable advice on sttitistical matters,. -Robert Stellman -at E'U. in.

)-.4 , ,- r ' ,. ' .
.

.
PPrinceton supervised the-immense_data anaiys task. Napc3,
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. /
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.
'
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. I
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,

.

%
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.
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. -.
*I

n the campuses, I wish to thank the individuals who,?oclidimat1; - It
:

.

. e' ' .
_, :t+ ,

1,
1 ,1

thu data lathering at each ina"titution; tH2,.s task represented a. .
gathering

..,
.t ie

j.:and unexpected departure from ongoingvork;; hnally, had, it n been for
.. ,

, . i
, -, $ e

40$ 0

44 walingness,bf.the 23A20'students,,facuLty, administrators, nresidents,-
A r'L. , , .

$ . .-.I
gayerni. 1-,board'memberstLand. cpmmunit,y people ,who took oetheii,timp-to fia1.4-.

-.

.
: * 1

. v
r

.
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; i..
. .

,
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, -

expression of apprediationto.,d11 these people n be at;fticient. .
.

..
1

. .

I

a'

1

.4411.

f

a.

AY'

4.,

.4

4

V

4 0

O

I-

;4.1
./

I
1 e

.

i/

.'
-

,

fte
.



$

S. p t
a.

. 1 Chapter I
O.

: I

BACKGROUND; OBJECTIVES AND.LIEITATION&I.Or'.THE PRGJECT

--
I

5 s.. /
7 .D is, ;a . A: ..f.. 3 `

: .. . , J1 , _.
.--.

....-7--:--":* 4 In .,P7d; 'the California. State Legislature gala ,thp need foe. a broad--s.___. ,::-,-.:,i ..!
. . ... .

,.-- _ , , .... , .. .. 1. . ,

--.. i review' of higher education in the state and; ,.irk!,-partieufar of the Master.
1

4 . ,.. V 9 . . : . . j; . -, k
.Plan, Which hat'. gilided the .developmeet and operat'dit: of p4.1.-Se .14iher .1

.-

.

%

.\
. ,

'4:744.1.T

eaticaqnin Callforrax since 1960....,..The Legislature: s
. t),

responsa,N.through

,,
'

Nowt. , . -

Assembj.y CahPurrent Reaolhtion 198 (197b). Wa s?to. create a cipin't
I 411..

d. . s'::" ,..
spilthe Muster PlaiiqorfiHigifet%:Eduaaticiti.,. g.iving it a-br/Oad mandate ieview
,-. . - . t
4ny-anci' facfts:

.

,

Cbmmitte

/ iurposes
v

N.. xi

op 4 vAi iety

.

d

.-

actiedulect to ssubthit-,it4. rePortp which 'is'. to contain. a statement
\

-
.. .

-e...,. - ..' . %.

fort higher education in the state ,as well....as policy teconimeiviations
. .r - , ,

.'1 .' :-of topi,O6 relating to tile flinctioning 'of -higher,,edtication in
A . , . /.r.

% %
. IP

. '

-
of .Call-fornik7 higher education. Early in 1973, the',:,jo.J.

.
.

:

.

Calfornia.1

. ,

.

.

. : In January Of. 472 the Joint Committee adopted 4. final Stddy ylan.1 C,- it .'
4 A p .

w
S

'Important among the actirities anticipated In the plan was a project .that
. , . ., -

, A 7 . . - -. . ,
Would enable eaejl campus ih-th-ed'tatepto°.examin-e sy:stentatkcally.iis f

fr it; .
...d-

. . - .
weretional goals and ilriorities: The; fitits of,' this, work Were .seen ad 'bting ,. .

,,t.-te,,.',.. .. .' r !- .... . - ''./.....tseful both to the, participating institutions arid. to tlie Joillt. Cimmittee.'I . e. ,,,. \ . ' t ', / .
. ,. .

tluotifng from the Study Wen: 1...''`
.. t

- "Eadh campus in the 'state:JAI:1 be askeci4to participate, along
_

1 with representatives .of its ,145941 tconmiunity, in definint-loals,
N.) . "purposes; and priorities., The result., of these campus .activities.r..

will be transmitted to the JOipt dommittek'. They will be coneidered
in 'the forMulatioil of a statement of goa1si.for. 'CaiiforniEt higher ..-.,

.
education" (p48): - --

.,

- . -. -''. . ; . . ?'- . , , .
,:' ., . t. 'I

* r
41 - it ..

The' gtudy Plan toott ote oP the egielatiire is responsibility ior ndalinea-=' .1

roles, 11ticni of principal Mi a3. and functipns of the 'components of
Publicrpost-sgcanciary eltiacation" -(p.5 . % ,,, ,..4,...,- 11 + ''

. 4 .-w

t'.. ,.

A

ev.
O

.0"
- .

.
1.`

. L

.3

A .

c
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a

The 'Joint _Committee' and Educational Testing Service

.
.4

.,
( .. ., , ., -.

's
-., '.t 41A In, 'searchIng4Or a method for implithenting the-, goa2 stidies the. i-% \ <, -, - . : , -1,.

-Tojght, gothmittee 0 "staff learned ot the IngtitutiOnal Goals Inventory ,(IG-I).,2. .. : ...a questionhai-re which -.had; .been tinder .development 1;4' ETS researchers for ':'
, . ...- i'clbse to' two yeers. Discussions took place betwwn -die toilmliktee &toff aii'd

...-.. ,
, , - ."' .present 'Writer during 'February,' 'ending in ,a..'re6znionenciatiolt- to: the .

: - ,...-- . 4 ' .6,.
Z.- ? 0 , . vtee that i't inviteo,all .,..the state %s 'colleges -and universities tp,,

. .. . , "sl- t
.1

t ----- :-"' *4tminiit e, . ,-, ' --,ntory on their .campuses. eluting- th upcoming 4prirrg The ' , ..r.

nt Comm :dtaff by no 'means rgaided:. the`i i...as'Tan-fiTeal, instrutent. ...'.'
e1, 417 ,

. . . ..

the ran. g' eq.pfi s..-s i b le gearsesvered 'b t. h e rn i
/ : i ,

. :

mbrac64 most of N. ,-,, .. 1,;,,
e,,ccinsidered- mportant try; -the Ooramitte, and, Ole inventory had' the 1.s'

4 4..'' . ,
L I ( ,''', f

.

4 . 1. .

potential ',for ;reasonably,rap. d, efficient, and.uniform 'pollirg of belilfs4 . ,,1 .. 4 , , ..;

:about$,institutiOnal goalstf r. use by boththe Joint bommittO and the '. -..
. 4 . , s , .

... ' r t5 4,:
. -

*4.- "..........I .
4.

1 . I 1-., .4 . A,' 4 , ..

.;

g

J
A.

e

.

'

11
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I ' . A,' -.. Z .44
% ... 4 M -....

e"struCtion of the, 'pi (Fond 1)1,' ite item : - -*. .- .

.. particiPating c
\

41- -- \
i .1. As it happened,
et. , . ..,a

' conte s, had just, been' comp. - nt. J'\ ,

to

. ,eted. Intending' to sosoon'
0

publrsh the 4ns-trument.- -. -.loriuse bY collegds, ETS, as an 6rganiiatiOn, had in interest in a large.:s
scale administration of the n44 inventory. The resulting datecould'.be

, /1
; 0..

used as ,nokins, .n reliability and validity .analybAs, and, far other tudies .. . .;./ ,.9f the/ilistrumerit: He e once the- dimensions of theund,ertaking bekame

appt3rent ,..tETS.41greed to underwrite roughly 1'104, the costs.
.

.4f The Universiey
.->.

,of Califdrnia
.

puseg, the California 'tate University.
and Colleges, the- Community Collegqs, .anti" the member, insatutione. of th

".
4' ae

Associatk? of \Independent California Coiregesand,Uni.y,ernities (AICCU); :

t

,.One limitation was that the IGIo
Jargon as it is; \1:s nottektirely
o a)rpud" co uriity. people.

it
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.
., -

. ,

qUite heaVilY fteighted Wit.:1acaderitic
appropiate-fqx-use vith crolsIsectroris .1.7.%
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.
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v . ... '4,.1 ......_-A

.
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. As cooperative tdanning, for the study got underway 'i the folloWing, ... . e - . 1

%.

... generitliobjecti4est fo the project:were identified.: '
-

, .
.., / .-..- ..,-, . .

_ . ,
,.. . el.),.To. compile itiforRtation'abotithe bkiefs of people in the, e-'s ', ,--

- .'.,
statel-s ;academic cotrannities regarding- the -goats 'of their respective

;
coneef-tualization;

I" -\
institutions, Lor use as. input tOthe Joint ComM;ittee'S

. ,. c, ,
purposEs fox Itigher ducatiop in California,:

\se;
. (2),For the 'same\reason, to surveys .the,balie

+

--e
i ,

residing in proximity to the cimpdsitt regarding, the gba 'S of the respective : i .:? -

. r., .-
/ .. . ...,. : ., i 1 , ..,

..Ya
4 ,

A.ritof demdaratic4larticipation-, toVford an . .

. . :

.

4::

et

;

.10,

,
7,1

"';

11.

w:

.
, . '-t _. -
i :* r7:- ,..*; `I'

a :of. lay 'citiOens , 't ,.. -.
:. .

institutiongT ,, .;
. . , . ,

. .
P ,(3) In a sp... =.

: ....* . -
= opportunibi for 'many--thousands oft--Tleople , ass ated -with the states -

. .

`., , : .
...

. . , It . -
. s °lieges and upiversities,.to register th,,I,e beliefs about. sollAge anT_......:, .

. --:.1% ---,,,

''

;

'... ,University gdals; . . . ' .
'' . , i - f

F . .: -t . .
.

..
.

- , ..` (4 To extencl to each of iftecolleges And um.versities%iii: the ,
...... . \ :. - 4, . _ .

$tate,.at oppOrtunity \to engage in a self-study of it's cwn institutional./ ., '

- . A -.. _. f

. i . ,

goals, that is, to use ififotthation rpm."' the icr in wnatever 'analyses might l .-

I

,
loe useful, to the ideal cam Pa

Limit lofts '.
A

-

r

qc,

'
.

.110

From beginning, cost was .a limiting factor., -.The. Joint*);`

Committee and. ETS were, of course, bpt? 'llipited in the,aradunt of funds, "- :. . ,

_

b. 4

e -\
each could, allocate. to the project. It was eaFly 'determped that .$60;00,0

and that,.!s1.7 the exteni of'kundatvailable frotp. rate and EN sources,.
- .13

.11
On the basis, of w hich many of the, more
wourd^presumakly 'drawg. .

.., :

'
C ..

. I.
detailed-falicy rem.tmendations

f

"' ''

I.

0

f ...
. ..

.
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. tiks'tIgurd Would etrablsurveying epproximately-41',000. individuals -all ;..
a

4

.

4
. o, - 4, ..

, -

,"told. ,_ . Roughly"15°.Of4e 17.7- climputes*vited were ekpected tO '-. - . agreex_
, . , ., .

,

.,. toparticipate, this ,meant an'averAge of about 300 respondents per cardpus--0,.
.

--'
,

. .
; p. spread 'across studen4n'.faculty,

administratOrs -trustees and citizens . ,
. .4.

. . ..
',..eesiding in the,viclnity Othe Cants..' _

t.-.

V ;.= '.T
Since a IZeypurpoe ok thestudy was .to provide Information

, .

.
-. mfficient tote 'internal self-study, it was necessary'to_adopt a kind gf

- .qicting-icaledesign-An which larger propor_tionb.of their respectiVe ,
'

.

-. .
4... .

'Populatibhs were drain f:i'om smaller colleges than-from larger. Ones;*and-.
... 5,- , i ,

/.-.,Talgier prAporti-ohs on the larger_,:campUseS. Ttels'theah#,.-.for examPle.4as .

(
, - ..

, .. .- . .

_ - -- ,,

.

1 sPecified'on page': D2 )', that-the' foi-a sample'of,150-4 ., .

*oft.v.. "
_Nndergiaduat'e%studenta at the large university camputes--not a -,. ..

large sample-.(making;.incidentall; careful sam'plelselectiOn aillthe-more' .\,0 -.5Apercent/4iticalY:-z design calleg,fonieiamples for uniform ten 'salliples'.
..

. .

...Of/each campu4''constituent gruki ps
.

W as clear? the'questiyquestion; such a . ..

surveying:100;000 studenta alone, while at smaller . *

... - .- .

.. ..,.. ... -,
\ . .

'strategy would haVe-mean

I- *e

e
Vo

. -

4.

_t

.

r.

. .colleges, e.g.', -one. with, faculty of 75, samples Would have been too smal/
.- : '-,:P.'

' - -. - fO'r self-study Wirposes.
..

9

_

Limited -funds also figur4heaviiy in the de4i.4,:tO'leave it up.
.*

"r.
-to local campus ofiicials, within geheral guidelines,-to select samples an

collect hate-An ways they-judged to be most feasible. In other words, there
,\. ,
, ,.

ware\noCfunds sufficient to provide released time for institutional
,

..

. .researteis (or traveling survey teams) to carry. out uniform,
1 . ;

\ , . ,i_
' .1..".....

:!complex surrey sampling procedures on eve:ry campus.
, r

5
7artly because of the small
to restrict/the undergra ua
upper divi ,sion students.
campuses- And hence be able,

VV.

.

suitably

'-

.. ,
.

. ..

Size of the'studentsamples, it was-decided
e samples. at thejour-year institutions to,:4
y_would alsolre familia* with their '.

o gIve-more meaningful responses on the lg.
-------

I"

#`0
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Time was likewise a Constraining factor, contributing alad to a
. co" _ .

.
. %

,. . ,
.

cdarse_of allowing klexibiliti tqcampus coordinators. In view of. the
...

.,

t
h

..
.

2.- . :*- .. . .
.

..,...,

. short lead t' e' and the shorttime. between r ceipr of IGI's dn'the 6 puses
+. k

t.

4 s
(Mid -Apriir-Amolk the4Tnd of the academic year, the projecti,planners felt that

-. . . ., 7o
. L t . . , .

aimOsiti;bts Simply' could not be made on staff time and data processing
;.

IP

..
. _.-.41 haidware for 'adherence to\O.iBbrate sampling and follow-up procedures.

4- .
: .

' Early,in the iilannillgi becate evident that surveyidgoffcampus. / I. 6 ' .% /
.

-.
.:., community,pe4le would be the most 'problematic element of the entiye-

.,

.
,/

. ° q
.:- ......, , ..
Ve few campus retearchers could be expected4io have 64 ience .. - . / . _-.

%.,--..-
.

in/isthecing data *Sfae'the- campus; ,fetrwould have ready access. to CA-, '.. 1

.

.N.

...

. necessarystostaTs.or-d 'a files,"and'few would have the tune .to loctte such/ .-.--'

. . . 0

4

/
/ v

-resources. Furthermore, the Goals' Inventory, designed as it was'for
. .".. .

academic: people, Vas obyiously not suited "for people 'with' little schooltrie

. . or.lo* reading levels. Finally and perhaps more important, it was not
. :.- :

.

' / Iti. :
.

...,-
,. 4 pOS41)14 to addUce.a standard definitiOn of "community - people" that would'

.- . .

- ....?,0
,

.
. -

_be.teanineul for- all the campuses: k ., ..5
4. % -

...J ar
.P' ' .:.

Yet members of the Joint Committee wett committed to considering

.

the%\dews of lay citizens as well as academic people'in their deliberations
-

about, higher education Otis for the State. Beyond this mandate, the

project staff was gttracted.to thesnotion,/that a-college campus "could be
_ .. . - .. .

conceived,as embedded,within.and having,an impact on a larger human

community; at in the surrounding community. would have opinions
.,'

4.

5 ,..,

..

about the priorities o "their" college, and that these views shouldsbe

'-important td both the college and to state policymakers. Tri addition,

*these local samples could be aggregat d into larger samples that might, by

comparison, with census data, tetembl cross - sections of the state's
1._/

.

.,

- r

v

4

5,
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7.

6

.1 A/
-... !'

C /
A

.citizenry. In short, we took &calculated. risk in asking each-college in . A

,

.
. -

4.:.

.4 t

the study to survey a "cross-section oriiterate adults,residing in the4,
4.,.. J.

vicinity, of the campus " (p.
%
D4). .

4
a

a, ;
I.... _..., . , a

.
A ..

1' %. Theie"Wre-but the mosi.phviouSof the constraints (andwhat' somee

Oirleyorseall regard as shortcoMingc) of.tht study. Readers who;have

-

% /tteemsellted engaged in social research on the college campus will appreciate

.

s9
..

the inherent difficulties- -of obtaining high return rates on questionnaires
.7-- ,,

S

AP
fromaculty, and so forth. In general, because, of the. cost and time

..

VA.

'factors, thk varying resourcce.for institutiepal.researdh-iroftronecampus
.

.

1.

to another, and because a design- calling7foruniform s4herarice-te complex .

,

. , . i - ---
survey procedures'would have surely cost us- the partictpation of,a number a _---(----

, -

--. ......-11 e -----4 , . ----- .0of colleges, we opted for flexibility, "local adtonomy," atid.rel*an-de on
.

.0. .
--------- ;

,the.goodsense and good will of campus officials.------- . .
....

.0.-------"-------

C.

4

6
".

Or, byctatistical weighting procedures,
mate the States population.

I

, . S

a

they Could be made to approxi-
J

,,
41

1

4'

, KY
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STUDY METHOD

fr

(.u.AThe 'Institutional Go4s'Inventory'
-

.

F!

/ .. / .1

-IG,IiTo-rch. 1:(/ APnehdiX A), 5hesurveYinstrument_

_

u,sed'in'thi s study,
t

01- .
s

, is -the,-Oulminalion-of nearly two one-half years of developmental Mork,
, '40 ..! - . ,...,

,

. ? ' t
...

both toncePtual and empiriaal_. TWO%preliihiitiy, experimental versions were
(.. i': .

, :t
, ..

.constructed and pilot tqgted:,. the"firsiras used in .a, spring 1970 study'at ..

. . -.....

five institutiOn;:in the Carolinas acid 'Virginia which involved 1040
. 0

i
- . _ .

respondents representini all ne key constituent etrouiSs;iincluding communit*,
. 1

4. people residingin the area around each lanstiution *(t)h3 19714). The
'.,

'-irs 'i e "..
4

. , second (revised) form Haag Used in -a. spring 1971 project-nvolving 1300 -,_
-,------

,.. . . - /:
.

, --__ 5)v- /,
..

.4.faculty and students at ten colleges and universities on the west coast
, . ,

. .-
.

,
._

-, ,

7 4. I 4I

! °

(Peterson, 1972a).
, . %

. 4 ,I : 1 l' i

Prior to developing/item contents for eacfiversuni of the IGI ',
% 4 e. 1.

14substaittiol,effortg involving4ETS staff and groups of Outside consultants'
4,

.1
.

wer4 dtvoted to, developing a conceptual framework that would teiderlie the,
9 .

.

. .0 -
.'

* & ,ciristrilment. The general objective wa to set down a onceptuhlizationof es-
7 I

' 4' .. 4* 451 .

the impor ofttAtinds of goals embraced by the total s ectrum-of-American
.

,... . .
-. . f

J.%
-;

*

' 4 ,\
,,

4

colleges and universtties--!public universities ; ind pendent colleges,

4.

church - related institutions, community colleges,*ilso earth. Thetheo-
./

retical frameTiork (and- the content; of the inVentoly) dhanged,with each new

varsion of the-instrument, with the changes meant to reflect important new

goal conceptions in American higher educatipn. .

Thetheoretital framework for, IGI.Form 1 consists of 20 "goal -

I
6

. *a

1 '

It

a

z

3.
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3,

a

e. 7 I I

or 7

.
- , ,, , .,,

) - ,
.: , .. ,

,

. . . '

. 8
-.

1

O
!1 : .0- : I . ... 1 "., .1

c... : ` .... ..
.

...,4 : q:

.. :. . 4 I .-,,,J ' stress, divided.inba,twb generalaeggories. Jiaal'area irettle firpt:set
:

,. .
1.

.

.
. , t; .

% , ..

are conceived asfloutcomegoaleas substantive objectives institutions -may
...

.1 ..
.

,
..-a,V .

be seekingto chieve:-"-qualities 4:',f graduatincstudenis, research achieve =`
4

)k ''- 1. - ,

acservice .ments, public service programs; for ample. Goals in *he second general4 r---
04
.: "4, , .i . . /

.3'

:
Carego71 ferred to is "prodess goals," are conceived as,interdal campus.

.,

'7 S objectiveseiatin tfor tha.most part to educational prsIcesses and campus ..

1
climate- -which may facilitate,-achieveaent of the outpULals,

\,,
4,

4* .
I

!,
.

. .

f . 44,-The 'conceptualization on-whichlthe present IGI is based consists

4c / ,,
s

of the.following, outlined in the form Of short-hand labels for the 20 goal
4 -

'1/4

areas'.
''

,Outcome Goals
..*

1. Academic Development (acquisition o?-kno 11 edge,'academic mastery, etc.).
2. Intellectual Orientation (as attitude, style, commitment -.'to c

,.,,,

learning, ett.0 ,

" . individual Personal Development (o onets,unipe human potentialiPett.)

4. HTanism/Altruism (ideali''m, social-concern, etc.)
. ,

5. Cu-lturagAesthdtiE Awareness (appreciation, sensitivity the_arts,,etc.)

6. Tradit.j.onal Religiousness

.

7.. VocationallPrepdration.

8. 'Advanced Irgining cgraduate, professiOnal)
0 .

o

4 9. Reearch

b.

.
,

10. Meeting Local Meedb (community, public service-, etc.)
i. 0. .

1
,

11. Public Seryice (to regional, state, national, international egencies)\
i.

:, ..-,) -

,

. *- '

r -.,
\

12. &Soled. Egalitarianism (meeting educational needs of people throughoutthe\
f"social. system) 't.

o ..;
4,13. Social Criticism/Activism (toward plange in"American life) %.

i.
. .

-e-

.\
I.
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Process Goals

s) - .

14. t'reek.:2 (academici pqrsonal):,
\<.,._

' 15. Democratic QOvernAtce (emPhasizing stuctural factors)'
. \ ... = . , . ,. . _ A .

16. Community (emphasiiing attitudinal factorstorale', spirit, ethos)
.

. .-.
.....

, . -
.

...

It Inte11ectual/Aesttletic Environment (inellectual stimulation,-excite-c_

.

. .

°ment, etc.)'
.. , .. .

. . 0

. . .

.

..
>

.

.
,

-..

, . 19. Offt)Campus Learning- c..) .

. ., , '. %
. ir., ,

'.'1.

.;
.

17.' -6- 20. Accountability/E4iciency
.

a i

r.

4

9

ti

.

... The main content of the I consists of 90 goal statements-.
. . ,.. .: .

.

0

-hty are related to the,20 goal areas;.four pet god]. area Appendix.. ... . . , , %
..,/ . _

The.remainingiten are miscellaneouseach reflecting a goat judged to be
. .

..' J1 "
sufficiently iMportani to Immant a Single item (only). yor-each goal ''''; ..

. ,
.

.. .

. ,1

statement, jfe resPondent,=using a five-point scale, gives two judgments:
1 .

le °
) (1) hcitimportantis the goal, presently: at the campus;, and (2).'how 1

ra.. ,
.

t o / r ,.
_important should the goal bet,

. 1
1 ' It

tx-:----: The Inventory also contains seven- background questions about 111.?,--
..

.

a

.respondenthis or bier role on the campus, faculty rank, age,' add so forth.
1

,
:InA wdditiotheid'are two optional,features.that may be taken adiantage of

. -6- 4
, ' . / I-

by campu9,researchers.- The'first permits adding up to 20 additions2goal

/ .SI ,k - statements of paitic4lar idter estatota given campus; these statement's,
4. .0

.,

. - , . .
,-.

preparpd by the cbllege, are rated on page:40 of the lueligionnaire, and
.

;
. .

.

the tabulations are included in the etandarcr sCore report. The secohd
,

, . ,.
6

option 'enable6"col ges oadd
..

up* to six additional background quetions

J

Kuumb'ered 119 to f24) for special analytic pu\poses by the=dollege. 2.

4
As noted already, the=flnal work (revisions) 6n the item contents

of the inventory was completed only in December of 1971.* Measurement

p a
I

,

1'

a

a

my

t.
s.

ti
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o' .

1 '

;

A lb
....,.

- 0 i

I- ...... , .

.
. . .. ( _'' t_ 0

Resev:rorporation-(ibwa City) and STS stiff designed and produced (in
. 1 0

,

- -

.. t %___ -

P
March). 101 .booklet to be cOmpatibIk with a recently invAted(bY MRC):

.1,
, r i 1. .."high speed documenZ.zoptitalrscanning...p..athinikn9wn-as RASCOL.I.laS staff...

.4.- . . .

4.
°A (

in i'fIiiceton alert developed the computational procedures- by Which 'the raw
a. ,

realoOnse data, taken oi the bdbklets by RASOI0L, could 43e variously
.;e

summarized and,reported.,...11!Sbore Repor4., consisting of 38 pages of results.

0 - ,,,,! *.
. -

togeille4 with An interpretive guide,, was designed-as the standard fo
. \ , r .- .

, repbiting badk arcalege'S IGI results.
2, ..

...

14 . . .

Q
. 3 (1) Preliminarxplannirig inmolying. e author and the 44.nt,

_.. ,

4,4,
. . .

; . p,
"

. )- '
ComMittee staff lad;tethe "Guidelines-f9r AdminisxeriAg.the itut ibnal- Y 1 0 .

r. .:
Goal's Inventory" (Appendix D); this dczuidutfcame to be he basic'woriing

e.
.40 . . v

. ',16,;1
.

desigiifor sample selection and.distribution of ' -.throughout the-state.
.

., .
/5 ' ,

.

0

The guidelines eirbodiedthe-AforementionedprinciPlbs of flexibility,. local
/ ?/

'' , ' s ,' .

2

..

feasibility, the slidingrcale of :Ample sizes, and (1Incouragemerit'ob) use -. . ... 48 - , o / V' 0 /of--writtJA goal-statemenlWaswell as any other .sorvey,
8 , ,

_ e .. ."

strategies that would lead
i,

io results 7f mskimum benefit in institutiodal
5

. 1
,

self-studY. ,---._eff., ,.; . r

.
`--

.../

---
.,

0 .
% l A letter from the.Joint Committee inviting participation in

I.
Collection Chronolo'sy'

4

A,

r.

1

. the project Was sen to the hdads of the ETC; CSUC, and community college
-

campuses, and to the presidents AICCU member institutions.
3

The

,

1-
Meaning Reverse ActionScan On ine,thedevice shears away the binding

. of the booklet and then passe= through the five sheets, scanning both
sides simultaneously, at a r e of about two seconds per booklet. I:

. - v ,

'2 4

The various data giv the Score Report are outlined one pp. W:Snd 15.i,
i 18.

3 -
All AICCU institutions are accredited by the Western Association of

.: '

.
Schools and Colleges. ,I '

0
4.

o '
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4.

outlined the'
,.-

gach president,

, 4. 4'

fSs1 > 0 ,

bat grouna and general nature of ti jroject "and asked
., (

.
, z

he wished his ititution to participate; to desidnate
.,-

.
. ' !r. 1le project;representative frord.the camPhs whb would attendone of six

...

. , .
, .10

.4?

rdgiorw.l_brisnation workshbps. A.t tal of .lf7 institutions were invited.( .4, 't 1. . .1

., (3)A set:of:fen-goal sa eii&htS felating to statewiag public. --:.., . TN....... . -
.

liligAl Zadmition policy alterna6ve:S4'(iy. Al2) 'as by the project. , It,
.- .-

, .. ..-
0" ,.staff._ ese wotaci bepiitherted intIr each- IGI booklet and be given t.'Should.4 . 4 47'1 4 ikBer ratings-by ev iespvdent in Xbesttly.

.
,

- f.',
_ 0....

.

(4) A series of. Six .regione workehoisas held , during tti.64-:: -'or, ..,
-:

, r .
' 4A,

second meek of April. Tfie'eefieral purpoSe"of these meeti4S was to discus
. ..

4 I

*
0,

0with the campus ret,reseneativesohat it/was we hoped- hey could"'dd., - - .
NJe '

. 40.After deseribing the baek ouna of fhe Joint Commit and,theals
prclject, the uftuidelities" and copies Vhe IGI were tfsed is the toctiSfor

r
.outli g detail' of projtt. Mn quesfions:aA iSsues,were ra'ised--=

)

.\

not just about themechlics of t& study.A . put about reasons fbr4 th'e,40
6%a

.proj,,ct in general andifor specif parts of It (e.g., way arvey aff-campus

. . j -. ..)

. 1 le
people?), who wo d have access tothe..resultd,'what uses the ',Taint,:

Committemouldipake of the .findings, andsto'forthY 11i
.4' A ...otalviool; 136 ,,institutions

indicated...tat the'end'of the.

relpectiv:ghops, theit willingness to participate in the project.
.k

(5) Out of the first workbhap came two changes in the project
41 A .

plan. In response to strong suggestions from community college represen-

tatives, the decisiotYwas made to expand the study to inclualevening

. I

On the reverse side were five additional bagkground questions .dealing
.4 /Yr with race, level of education, incomes, 'and occupation (p.A13).

r

C 4.

.

.

I e

4 s
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4.

..

1

A

12

students

4

.1'

.

N

o

.- ,
W se

.4

.

. . ,
.a he community colleges; at'.the opfion1 of the' college. ''.!Alser,at ,. .4 ^ .' .

tie reque't of the community college officials pfesent, it was decidedA - , -., . &
- ' ../ ' \ , \ r" 1 . ,

.that.tiimday studenk gimplesat the commu Ity colleges' Should4iAciU4cth
,

I '':- ° . ep4 , ( . 4re.
'fieshmen4end sephoioies, katherlthan sophomores only as specified in the

Gnidelines."5
111

,
t ;

4 ' Th "'" ' .*Another change...in theproject'was made in,late-April:),R sioqnding,
. , .

--\ ,

. L.:to/suggestions .511.0 at all the yorkshop, it' was decided (to expand the
,

/ .

. .
-.

.
041. *,,, _d . 1,7i,djecttagain') tosurvey.campuS administrators. All:catpuses-wee subse- ' i

f°

t. - t.4 ' .-
quintly:offefed the option, of distributing the,IGI!to series of. ..

,
., ,

,

adMinisttatprg7With'suggesip&saMge Sizes-, oka sliding ,O'Cale,iranging
',,. ;1

. ..fi,.

,

, . 0.e*,

/ from,15 at the sMklesp college to 0 at-the,largest\universitids. A .4t,. " 0-/. i V ..,
-1-

- -total ofi$71-tnstitutions.took th option. 1 ,..
.

s
/ ,

.,... .

7. , A ....
- ,

,. ... .
.,

T

I

4.*,

(61 IGI boOkletsdand inserts were ,shipped toy the .colleges in 1

. .

i f.j.pril;lqiiritg the ensulftldays, the rets,Cime in,slowly.
4 -

.

r/
--.: ,,- Inttitutipns begaricalling to request extendfo g.beyond theMey 22 deadline.-

d.

Tha e were grantedand 4,1decision", evolves P-tci set
k . 4

:back three to..four weeks,:' By Mgy 22, IGT's froN only

. ,

the -entire proj
4 41"

abeut 40 colleges \had
(.1 -t 7.

arrived.) After counti4ng and, editing; IGI bttches Were shipped weekly to----t
.MRC,,with the final ones air- freighted July 12. The adminIstritor batches.

0

were shipped off the following week.

Both of theste Changes were made explicit in a letter (April 14th) to the
community college representatives. i

.,.

6

I
The argument, which we aocepted,was thatli,administrators do, and should,

.o,I'. participate in the formation of policy, tot just its implementatiqn.
' 4.0 .

7.. * .
, ,

-Many colleges had neglected to mark item 118 in the IGI booklet., without
which the scoring systemwill not calculate separate' results for the .

...

various constituent.groups. '

Q
0

4

Im

04

0



..

A

D

I

,'e .4R

Ultimately, 120 Institutions
.

carrred through on theIproject to
, . s. .

. ;

the point.of returning completed 1GI's td ETS-Berkeley: Of,those,, 116

wetincludgd in thewariats analyses that are set forth- this redrt.8,. -,

re , Nettrtis,fro* three colleges did not come In until early Aughst,:too Ate. ,.
-, *

.

. to incltde in the 4a1Yes. Tft the fourth, it was impossible-to distinguish.''
.

f

.
,

4. e . t
o

' ' 4i° 4. constituent subgroup.
.....

, .

: le
4 ..::. . .

.Scorb.reports.were sent 'to the -participating collTs during the
,

4
0 , .

.

secon&week 9f October,. . \os
..i -.\ 0

, . . . . .. joe74 ,

:
.

0)..buring June, SurVgys were initiated of fiveladditiona

or I I

imrfortant constituent g s within the broad state higher
.

,
IGL's were mailed directly to:

o. . s,
1

. i

.

0
,.

.- . .

(A) The.preSidents'or chancellors of inatutions
-originaAy:cOntacted;* ...,

1

.
$

0-...- 1 . ,

(V) The 'Regents Of the University of California;
4 r

# 4( '

.: e

(C) The Trustees of the California State Univeikties and
,..and Colleges; . k.. 4,1, I I

,

#
E

(B) The GoVerning Board of th:Caliiornia Community.CdilegeS;8_
.

, .(E)41eMbers of the California State L gislature. 9

r
(8) In mid -June, per the "Guideli9es" (p.Alra,questionnaire

/- dealing with local survey methodology was sent to all the campus project

coordinators: The for asked for brief descriptiOns of the methods followed,

. f electing'samples,and.distribyting 'pi's: A/total of98-campuses
.

returned the questionnaires("Report of.blethodolOgy"). The-14formation:
ir .4 ]0

A t I ;,,' f o

/1.

8 Eight -University of California campuses; 16 California State,iyhiversity
and Co4dge campuses; 69 community college campuses;- and 23 private
colleges and universities (see Appendix 2).

;
. . . a ..

9 AB it turned but, the returns from the CoOmunityCollege Board and the
Legislature were too few to warrant tabulating. ,'

. v.



I

°

14

ti

)

.

.) i
''4".. .

provided became the basis for the'rati4s aIzen in Appendix F.-1
..

(9) A TechnicalLiaieonPoiMittee for 'the projict was formedin
. v. . .% ., J.

(/ mid -June for the purpose of proyiding (1). adliice on alternative analytic
.

.

.

<7 .,..:
. .

and reportirik straegiet.and (2) comtunication conta46,with tht ofh.ces-....

1 s*

.
k

. .

4
.of the four higher'educatioh segmerits.:

, NN '

.

r

. .

A

4 A .1.

, ,' .%. .. .
A

.
7The coMmittee met in Berieley on Jupe 30, with an atenda,devoted

to ay a review of 'past anMuture worklin the'project and (2)'a SeieseIlef 44k

, .

. . -.1

. -., v .0.
, : questions related & how to organize and summarize. the data most-Meaningfully

_ . , .-
iP

. across.institutions, constituent srhups, and eech of the :toursegments'4UC,
.

, .1
. 7.-.

-------- -CSUC, communipy #11diges,. pate inseipItf-As). liirect13 froth this first
0 r

,
. .% _

. i
.

.
.

meeting' came the basic qe0iod for reporting resultst,. in which each campup'is

4.

,-- . .,

!located in an arrays so-hahe variability of theiinstil6iions (or lack
. ,

44 .y.
4 r i

.

. .

- , et.,therea) ,within a segment ont each`of4the IGI,dimenSiOns,can be readily seen..
' 1 ')

(

.

e' 4 j
t

, A . b ,.

. I7 I . .

' -.

Data.Analyses , . -.- 1
.

.
.

.

', .
,: ,

Af-
- The variopa-statistical analyses caFrIed out for theyOject can'

, .k ,,
N. )5.

,,
.,. - 4J

Ve outlinedunder five headirits. The first includes the ailalyses of each a, . ,

. ,.. '''

individual campus.' la data. The remaining fourare different approaches ,

; . .
.

to aggregating data across' the campuses in a given. segment (UCCSUC,c etc.).
'

.

(1) Inatitutional_results As noted earliti,,each college
.* 7 1 . 4

participating i* the study recefited a 38-pige report of IGI results ("Score
444

.

Iiepore), which summarAied in 'a iiimber of ways the responses of each

constituent grqup fgculty, students, trusteesi'et .) at thecollege:

. 10. . .

Members of the, group -'are idehtified in the Preface.

4 t

'44

6

P.

'I
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,

..4

.

1

Theresults include:
s'

.

4( ' .

c

4.

I`

C

(A),Item data: percentage espdfise distribtifions for both
the ':Is" and "ShouldBerating6,11 for the, 90 goal statements standard in
the IntIntory, as well at for the ten statements: relating tostate policy
and-any additional local option goal statements; "Is" and,"Should Be" item
means12..and standard deviations; item discre a values ,(the.difference

.I.

between the "Is" and "Shp* Be" item s) ; notation (by an as%eisk) of --.. 6 ..41 ..4, ,,_,40the
ten goal statements having the_hi est-"Shbuld Be" item meats; notation., v: -' (by a:nuMber symbol,-#) of the .ton goal statements having_ the highest. `V

discrepartcy values: .-,

eit
(B),Goal area. data: fer..each of the 20 "goal areas" (listed: ,onpage 8), a goal area mean'(GAR) dnd.dtandard deviation for "Is" and fair

'"Should Be" (with a given -goal area,meamheingsimOly the;maan of =the means "of the four- tems comprising phe.gbal 4ea; as shown - AppendiK,Cr and the ''e:goal area standard.deviation.being
themdan dfi the four. item 81)s);13 an a - ',gpal Brea disarepancy figure (the difference between the ZIO and .shouldBe" GOO.. v ,

.(C) Goal area rankings: -for the-total aggregate group .. . .
-surveyed (the several constituent groupd Combined), (1) a r#nking of-the .2frgoal*eas from highest tl loi./ea "Is" Gff, (2) a simila ranking * .41.

According to "Should Be" G.e.,iand (3) a ranking-drom.the highest to the' .-
,,..Z.;lowest ror a,ieverse) discrepancy of "gap" bkween "Is" and "Should Be".

''GAR scores14

v

r,

-5.

(2)

4

This fist aggyegatfng procedure uses the institution as the unit ofI. .

eit/const tuent ou anal ses: institution as the 'unit.

analysis, and

differences,

.gives each campus equal whight'in the computations (despite. ,
..

.
"ftt. v

or example, in campus size).

.'

1

"Of Extrerrely High Importance," "Of High Importance," eta.
../

12 i t .

See Appendix C for 4 computational illuatiTion., . "

' t. 13 - .

.Constituent group goal area means (and4 to a lIsser degree, SD's) ate R0
% the beak summarizing data frai the IGI. Such institution/c5nhtituent s,

$ .GAY scores--for example, for the faculty at Fresno State onthe. Research\ .
.( goal-area," 1Is" and "Should'Be"--are the chief' elements in roughly half

.i thertablesin thiS tep2ort (tables 1 and 2, 5 all-.6., etc.)'. ,.
.

14
.

.
. , '. - i

None
. of those rankings idgiveh for separate conWtuent groups.

..,

6 0

*

.1
. 4".

1
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1*.e

.

. .

.5'

*dr

.

4
A , a

-4.S.

. , ,, .
". t T \

* .
Notelkat a total of 22 se7fment/constituent groups

.

,,
.

!I 4/ .°\ \
-

matrix .,

__.-- formed ba the fgureseamentip: : .. k
. 4.4

.. ",'
LIC.campuses, :CSUC.caimpus -94muntty colleges, pri:vJP institutions.. . r

4

4.

obtaid in .the

."4 and

I -" .

P

S

the seven coastituellt groups :

5.
Faculty: a

.-Undeigradnate studerrts
.

.Graduate students (except atqommunity 411eges)
,Everiing student. (community_coAegeir only,

Trustees. (private land community colleges --71,1q
11 Admidistratqrs

Cdhaunify peopl
:

r .

A

.

;

c.

.

/.

were
0

-.

4

, , .

For each 0. these 22 categories, a.Tan'and a itandard.deviation -
, .

calcuraed for the,-diAtr1641.41,Of institn4iot,G161 scores for-ea... .

(sepaiately fig "Is" and "Should Ben. Fdr..,eXaMpl3 1. .
goal area

The mean

.and also
.

1Segment/coristttnent group:
Goal area:

.

Rating:-

Number of institutions:

uc faculty 7 -"
Research
"Should Be"
Eight

410
d

of the eight faculty ResearchA"Shouid-Ae" GAY scores was computed,
,

.
0

. '
. i.

.

tht standard deviation of the distritutio of eight scores. For

the\UC,facultyategory, ihe.-Same ptociduK; is repeated for the .19 other
.

goal areas. The cntire procedure.is repeated for the other segment/
I

constituent groups.

as

a
11.

.

/
(3) Segment/constituent grouf: analyses:

go'

i

individuals, unweighted,
..%. . \ .

.
.

be unit. In this second general aggregating' prcleed uN , the individuil.

respondent

of the 22

ti

(rather than the Campus) becomes the unit of analysis. Within eacb
:. .

e A_.

thesegmeWconstituent groups, all the respondents were pooled
1 . ...._

-....
,

.
. . ..

.toiether4e.ga; intoza gpouping. of 551 UC faculty, 26/9 community college
( r t.

. * .. I. 9 i
evehing,gtudents, etc.). Goal area means (GAPS) and standard deviations

4 ('C 1I
.

-)A

es-

Ri



cr

_

,

-

%.

41,7

qA,4 .11.

. .
.4. . ,

, , .,'.. (GASD's) forbda "t arid.:"Should Be" responses wee computed nor each of,
e. .. .-

.--

.

.the 22 groups of respondents. .

. . :, ." Yt 11. ..While erfialer: werenot statistically wSighted, a part'ial' ,% ,

'.

.
.

. . weighting for campu4 size obtains in)(hese arlyses because orthe.-:"slidlng.

.. ' s', A
.,

... , pcale sampling design--the, fact that generally larger samples was ... ,..,

/ ---.. .

t.. - .

\...
surveyed ,on lar r pmpuses.

- , ...?

..0
." .,

. -
(4) Segient/constituent group. analyses: individual's, kleiftreo

T...... ...
. 0-s the.unitl"rhis third aggregatipg. procedure takes, individu'al as thei . .

..).

l"i \ '11
.'T":" ----<- i

I . .

I AT

analytic'utit and'statistically cigi. htseach respondent such that the net

. . . '''".....,.-
-%-.:

t,,4:
.

4,

,offest is that each institution is%4epresented-10 the'segmentrconstituftt"-
-

.

. . ..
.

. v.
... i .4,

sample according to the acme populatsdn:diz(:on the campus. ihusefo -

.4 *I

eS

example, for the UC faculty segment /constituent groupithe weighting.

ft
Ptoce'dure (teelp. C3 for a.computational illustration)-reults in the,1

Alb

-

_represent ion of each of the eight faculties in-thecalcu;ations fnthe.(.4 X (.1.. '..- - '- % ".
proportion that each icaffus. represents f the toteq/UC faculty (Bei".Way

,
..

>
;.

. ,.
.

. ..

-and UCLAhave roughly the same weight; 'both Shave abbtt twice the weight of
a

f/ ... 4,1

,%h, Davis Campus, thattames the weight of the Riversid amp ¢, ett.).

...
...

\
. (5) Segment/constituent subgroup analyses,' The last general

---...
t

. , ," )' \ . ft ..".kind of -summarizing analysis inyolved variously diviagerhe-22 segment/0. .
.

. /. .- .0... :

.

. ,

. constituent grodPs according kseveraI bsckgroundnd demographic f.a/ cto4
0

.

_... %0 . .
s

and then calculating(unweighted "Vs" an " "would Ze" GAX scores for all the
r 7

. \ vresulting subgroups. Fifty-sPisUch bheakd were.made,'foa total ofOwns
a '

ft
.

151 different segmentico4ti:tuent subgroups all told. The spleCificl . .

background variables intluded: (1) Maor field of teaching (faculty) or
. - .. ..

study (students), (7)
o
age, (31, .sex:(41:race,_(5).famiiy incire, (6)

occupaJ

-
. .

. . .
X,

t; -a (community people), and (7) type of -college acanistratr. Statistical

.
. J°r ..

N
.

. .
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I

descriptions of each of these subgroups are given in Appendix G.

.Details of the forming of these subgroups are given in the table
/

4,

. . 0. on the following page.' Ttleibasicdescription of each subgroup is in the0

..

middle column-I 'One ,reads the first tieakdown in the_ chart as follows:
a

(1) ef hculty, upper division

for all four segments (with
, . .

.
. _._,..

,colleges) 0) were divided into,two subgroups, individuals in (a) the arts

students, and graduate students (2) separately

the exception of graduate students at community

4,

and sciences aid (b) individuals in professional,and other fields (4)
.

on the... . - 0 /. 1
. .0.

basis of whether their answer,0 question 112 in the ICI was (5) eitner0

(a) ,one of the alternatives 1 thiTfth 6 or (b).7 through 9.

4

a

4

4

.4
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..;'.

i)\
.

Constitue
0

i
. .Groups

.
IGI

,

Sub ed Segments Subgroups ' Item* Response(s) e.

. .11

TR

AD).1

t
,4

% '
.,

.

.....

FAC, UDS,** All, except Arts and:sCiences 112 1,2,3,4,5,6
GS no .CC GS , Professional., Career 312 7,8,9;10

, -

FAQ, ES; All, ES Age under 40 .115' 1,2,3
ADM ,only at qc Age 40 and older' 115.' 4,5,6

. .

UDS, ES All, ES "Men . 119 1

only at CC Women -119 2

A .

UDS, COM All:- Whites . 120 - 1

j ' Blacks 120 2

r'. Chicanos. to
.

120". 3,
4 r

-4 t .
UDS, EC All, ES -°"Income.uhder.$12,000' 122 :- 1,2

'only et ac. Income over $12,000 122 3,4,5,6

_ TR, - CC, pI IncOme under $12,000_. 1,2
... Inc. $12,000-$30,000 .122", . 3.4.5

Income over $30,000 122 6

COM A11 Income under $6,000 122 1

Inc. $6,000412,000 122 2

.Inc. $12,000 - $30,000 122. 3,4,5 .

Income over $30,000 122' 6

TR CC,PI Blue dollar 123 2,3,4
Business & admin. 123 '5,6,7
Professional 123 8;9-,10

COM All .0 Homemaker 123 1

0 Blue collar 1f3 2,3,4'

- . Business &. admin. 123 5,6,7
' '' iofessional . 123 8,9,10

Mg

CC, PI Age under-40 118 1,2,3
1

Age'40 to '60 115 .4,5

Age Over 60 :115 6

All . General, central
administrators 124

Academic
"administrators 124 2

Student personnel
administrators. 124 3

lisinesb, fiscal

administrators 124 4

19

tt,

' S

See Appendix A.

See the list of standard abbreviations on pp. 24 and 25.

V
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/ IReading the Tables in Chapter III

The results of the various analyses are given on four t s for

each of the 20.goal areas covered in the IGI. The first two table of each

-foursome present both individual campus data (plots) as well as results

from three of the four segment/consfituent group aggregations. The third 4

and fourth tables of eacset contain GAK scores for the various consti-

tuent subgroups aggregated across segment. The interpretive logic, however,

is generally the same for all four tables and all will become peadily"

.readable once the mechanics of prea,entation are understood.,

All of the tables contain plots of GAX scores which, whileOthey

may range between 1,.00 ("of.no importance") and 5.00 ("of extremely high

importance), are presented on a scale ranging fr4 1.5 to 4.5 in order to

save space. GAX scores-- which are means, be it recalled --are rarely
-

beyond these points, as will be seen.

All of the tables are .organized to give results separately by

constituent group (faculty, upper division students, administrators, etc.)

within a segment (UC campuses, community colleges, etc.). All the tables

contain both "Is" plots7-in standard type, and "Should Be" plots--in'

italics.

A

The_plots can be interpreted with reference to the response key

of the IGI; that is score near 2.0 means that the respondent group

tends to regard the goal as having (or that it should have) noimportance,

-A score near 4.0 indicates high importance, and so forth.

Aswe've.said, the first two tables in...each quartet contain

institutional results. The initial table gives the GAX plots for the UC I,

and CSUC campus constituent groups; die second table in each quartet has

4



O

s.

-
comparable data for-the community0c011eges end priva0e institutions.:

21

Because of the large number of community colleges in the study, only the
- t 1

I I

three highest and three lowek campus constituent groupp within this
- :

I , 1

1

segment are plotted (both "Is" and "Should Be" ratings).

A letter identification (or, number, for the community collieges)
.

was assigned each institution participating'iri the project; and it is

i(these symbols that'are entered on the first two tables oreach.sit. Thus,

'for:example, within the UC segment., thejolots fbr campuS'"A" indicate the
_ 0

GAX scores fOr that institution's faculty (FAC), upper division tudents

(UDS), graduate student (GS), adminiqtrator,(ADM); and community; (COM)

Isamples.
15

1$

For readers to eValuate to some degree the validityof a given
.

J

,, . . .__institutional GAY score, Appendix F has been prepared, which presents

)

ratings of-both sample return rates and survey methodology for /each oE'the

,
i.institutions-as identified, by letteribr(number (scrambled from'the listing

Iin Appendix E). In general, facility ands/ student samples ire reasonably

good; the samples of community people are usually by far the east satis-
0 I

I %:11

At the bottom of the first two tables of each set is a series
. 6

of summary statistics. These InclUde, for each segment/constituent group,

factory, and should be interpreted with the most, cautiOn._
\.

five values based on the institution as the unit of analysis, and nine

\.. I

valu,. based on.'"the individual respondents from each segment constituent

. ,

I

. ,

group.
,

,

1
,

-, 15 -/
Occasionally a given campus constituent group will not be plotted For . ;

1.

example, there is no Upper' division student plot for UC campus E: Miss-
ing plots are for the most part due to the campus choos ng not to sur ey
the constituent group. Other samples were eliminated entirely fiom he
analyses because of extremely low return rates..- See Appendix E for/a
complete breakdown of campus constituent groups included in the study.

4

l'

I
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a .

Brief definitions of each entry:
w-

4 V 4
N- - The number of'ifidtitutions included in the aggregation (the'

number of plots in the'columnabove, e.g., 8 UC faculties).
,

..*M(I) SB. - ,,The mean (average) of the "Should Be"'Gilecores plotted- in
---: the Column'- above. The institution is -the unit of analysis;

every campus in the segient*carr*s.the tame weighte(see
:4- page 16). .

4 SD(I,) SB -- The standard deviation of the array of "Should Be" GAX,
scores plotted in the column above. An index of the van1a-
bility,Vispersion, or heterogeneity amongthe'institutions
Aofthe gdal beliefs, for example,,among theseparate
faculties across the'eight UC gampuses).

- .
o .. .p

M(I) IS Same as above exdept for "Is" GAX scores.
-

%.r
SD(I) IS - Sallie as above except for "Is': GAX scores.

A

a

a

M SB:'

0

SD SB

Aividpal Respondent as the Ufiit of Analysis `.

- The number of individuals in the segment/constituent group
(for example, 551 is'the total number of faculty from the
eight UC.caMpuses wlip filled out the IGI);

- The "Should Be" GAX score. based on all the indiviiimalse in
-the segment /constituent group pooled together. Data are
unweighted; each respondent carries the, same weight in the
calculatioh.

, .

- The mean of dip "Should Be" standard devidtions on .the four s;

':statements comprising the goal area for the'pooldd segment/
constituent, group An index'of dispersion. Data unweighted.

.

24(

M SB Wtd - The "Should Be" GAX score for.,the pooled segment/constituent
group, 'with respondents statistically weighted'to-compensate
for differeficesin the sizes pf campuses in the.segment.

SD SB wtd. - The mean of the weighted "Should Be" standard deviations
on the four statements compiising the goal area.

m is

gp IS

M IS wtd.

SD IS wtd.

All' same as above -except for - "Is" ratings.
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The Ohird-and fourth tables in each four-table-set present the \

GAX sore plots for the various17,Subgrpups into which each of the segment/ \

. -Al', .
.

-,

t

constituent groups of individuals has been.divided.--(The pooled' LTC faculty,4
,

' ''' '

for exgmple, was Loodivided into those teaching-in :he arts and sciences',
.

n

and thc-e in the -professions, and again, into those under age 40 and those

age YO and older.) All data are unweighted. The symbols ived in the

tables, are defined. in the list of standard abbreviations given on page 4
.

tand 25. The number of re ondents in-each .of the subgroups is given in

'Appendix G.
16

Several sugroups proved to be'extrmely small. 'Those having'
..(-.,,11''..

N's smaller than 15 were not plotted; .
,.

.
.. V,:

VIn ge eral,,the,plots in these tables may be read in much,theA

same- way as thoise in the first two tables of the see.

tpc and CSUC Subgroups are'in the third table, w

AX plots from the

.qorresponding data

from-the communfty colleges,and private Institutionsin the fourth table.

"Should Be" plots are in Italics; "Is" plots, in sipdard type. Plots may .°

be, interpreted with reference to the 'pi response, key : 3.d, "of. Medium

importande;",4.0, "of high importandef_and so. forth. When there-are no

differences between GAX plots for a given breakdaierft, the subgroups are

hot'plotted.

0

,4

416 OP

Usually the sum.of the numbers for a given. breakdown will not be the
, same as the sum for anothXbreakdown of the same sigm4nt/Constituent

group, nor will any sum generally'equal the total number of the grOup
(thi,"N" give', toward the bottom of the first or second tale of the
set). This is hainly because of varying nuMbdrs of omits.on the
background items in the IGI, and also. ecause the scoring sYstela treats
as an omit any instance where the respondent hae,checked more than one
apswer.(such.as a fadulty member indicating that he teaches in troth the
physical sciences and biological sciences).

0

e
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-Standard Abbreviatidns

On this andthe following page is a list of abbreviations that till appear-
,

in the various tables and elsewhere throughout the remainder ofthe'report.

, AA' Academic administrators

AfCCU,-- Aspciation of Independent California Colleges and Universities-
-

ADM - Administrators

AS Arts and sciences (faculty teaching fields,.student major fields),
,

BA - Business, fiscal administrators
Co

B&A - BUsiness and administration (as an occupational category)

BC - Blue collar (as an' occupational category, e.g.; skilled` and unskilled
- , workers, service workers, craftsmen,=technicians) 4,

BL - Blacks

GA. -%Gen4ial or central administrators (e.g., assistants to a,college's,
president)

CC Community College's'

CH - Chicanos *

7

COM - Community people (lay citizens residing in the area surrounding a
. campus) s-

CSUC '- California Suite University and Colleges

DS' Day students (in community colleges)

ES - Evening students (in community colleges)
0

FAC - Faculty. (full-time teaching faculty)

iGii. - Goal area mean (the basic IGI summary statistic; see pp. 15 and C2)

GS - Graduate students

HM Homemakers (as an occupational category)

"IS - "Ie'resOonses on the IGI (perceptions of the present importance
of the goal)

--

ME - Men.



Standard-AbbreviathOns' (cont.
.

.

., .
.M - Mean; the goal area mean foran aggregated group of individuals,

4 (e.g., UC tiaculty) , . ,
.

,
.

N
- *

..

/ M(I) The meank of array of. institutional GAX scores

- -14 umber (in the sample) '

.
,-,

Pi .- PriVate.jnstitutions

25

OT , - Other

PRA, - Professionals (as an Occupational category; doctors, lawyers,
clergymen, etc.) 4

CPC - Professional and career fields'(facuitY or 'students in fields such
i as 'education, engineering, buiifies's,

N. ..

etc.)

RG - Regents of°the 114iversity of California

SB -"Should Be" responses 051 the IGI (beliefs about the desired impor-
tance of the goal)

SD - Standard deviation (an index of the variability of scores)

SD(I) - The standard deviation of an array of institutional GAX scores.

-SP'-'-'Student Personnel -Administrators

TR J Trustees, also Trustees ofothe California State UniVersity and
-Colleges

UC - Universitycof California
, .

UDS - Upper division students

WH - Whites

WO' - Women

U6 - Income, under 6,000

'612. - Income $6,000 to $12,000
..

123 - Income $12,000 to $30,000

030 Inopme over $30,000

U12 - Income'under$12,000

012 - Income over $12;000

O

4

U40 - Age under 40

4-6 - Age 40 to 60

040 - Age 40 pd over

060 - Age 60 and 'offer

4

1)

-t

L
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'Chapter III,

CMIFUS°CONSTITUENT GROUPS' BELIEFS ABOUT INSTITUTIONAL GOALS

9

Accounting for roughly half the' pages in the report, this chapter

0

presents the basic resultS from the survey. For expository convenience,

the chapter is-divided into seven sections. .Each one deals with constituent-

group beliefs regarding one or more of the pal aread included in the

Institutional Goals Inventory. Stction titles and-the IGI goal areas (from
.

pageS 8 and 9) considered-in each are as follows:

Title

-InstrUCtional Goals

Advanced Training and Research
Public Service

Educatibn and SOcial Change
,The Campus Climate for Learning
InnOvation and Change On the Campus
Institutional, Accountability

IGI Goal Areas

1 through 7
8 and 9

10 and 11
12 and 13
14, 15, 16,.17
18 and 19
20 -

Four tables accompany the discussion of each,goal area. A

detailed explanatiOn of the entries in these ables OAS given at the

.

end of the-previous Chapter.(pp. 20-25). The extended commentary is

meant to first define each goal, and then to summarize the relevant ,

survey results ana..Point to someY. .

I

Instructional Goals

of the highlights therein.

09-

(1) Aeademic'Development. This first kind of institutional goal

covered by the IGI hasmto do with acquisitica of general and specialized,
k

knowledge, pfeparation of Students for adVanced scholarly study, and



e

\

$

is

I

,

maintenance of high intellectual Standards'on the Campus. Perhaps along

t with something akin to Intellectual Oriritation, the second goal area inre,-
A

the'ICI, some conception of:academic development or mastery.ffas generally

been. among the fundamental purposes of universities since their inception.
. /

However, inoimany quarters purely academic aims have been strongly challenged
%

,ii -
.

. 1.6 the Past decade by new kind's of interests and fordes, some of which will
6

il

..

to considered further on in this report. This. said, then, what is the extent
i

gmftw
of current acceptanc of th#

s cla'ssi'c purpose7-Academic Development (as here
.-s-

defined)--within California', /academic ibmmunities? .- 1
. .

One sees in Tables 1 and 2 that perceptions of the'current ("IS")
q

.

level-of importance are 1# ,similarsimilar across constituent groups within a ,.-

. ,

. .

,
.

given segment, withh the administrators op most cf the campuses as well as the

trustees Of both the c?Mmunity colleges and pritrate institutions haing some-'
, * :

what elevated, perhaps, idealized, conceptions of the flIportanc attached to
4

traditional academicjearning on their eaMpuses. 2
The general level

%

/ k '
'
1

Readers shourd. see AppendixB f6r .he specific wording of each goal state-
,

-menu included in each al area".
..

2 *
We have taken :4 (of a scare point) as the minimum difference between

campus plots or segment/constituency means having practical or policy
'Significance; differences smaller 'than this will ordinarily not be commented
upo1 In this report, differences of .4 or larger will 'almost alwhys be'
staelstically significant. In Table 1, for example,.the differ-lce between,
UC-C's FAC and UDS "Should Be" plots (3.94 and 3.55, respectively) is"signi=
ficant at p<.001 (t=3.49; N's are 105 and 100; SD's'are .79 and Al).
The following hypothetical cases are Presented as a:guideline for evaluating
,the statistical significance of the differences discussed throughout thereport: A differenCe between two GAX plots for independent samples, each
with N=80 and SD=.85 (a typical situation) 'is significant at p< 05 if it
exceeds .26. A conservative test of the significance -cif the fference
between "Is" and "Should Be" plots for a single sample of com arable size
and variability would require,the.same minimum difference; It should be
noted that the larger the sample sizes and/or the smaller the SD's, the-
smaller the difference between* means required for statistical significance.
Thus, the same test, with samples of 500 each and SD's of 1,0 would require,
a minimum difference of .13.

t, .

ioN

4

r.
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.Table 1 Goal Areakt ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT -

Segment: 1UNIVERSITY

Constit- I

uenCies: i

ICI Score

4.5

- 4.4,

4.3.

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8 .

3.7 -

3.6

3.5 ,

3.4

3.3

3 . 2 -

3. 1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3 .

2.2

2.1
t

2.0 .

1.9 4
1.8

1.7

.1.6 ,

1.5 ..........59

N

M(I) SB
.8D(I) SB
MU) IS
SD(I) IS

FAC

G

B
I....-

8

3.87

.09

3.42'
.12

r
CRE

AD
G
B

.

)

;

.

.

.

7

3.58

3.42

UDS

.----F

M
GD
CB

.

.11

.20

OF

N

F

1/34

A3-

.

-3.70

CALIFORNIA

GS

,

F

4
G
Dli_

.

,

8 .

.08

3.29.

.11

14

.

---
/1

E
it

177

c

:

11711

.

7

3.95
.18

1,69
.12

ADH

1

'

4F
-

,n

.

E
--

l'

.

.

".

F

G C
A

8
B4

.

,

RG

.

COM

.

G
r

.

,

.,

.0

.10

G

B

-.

k

i

CALIFORNIA

FAC

r.

..

, '

:

.

16

3.89

.09

3.20
.12

..

/

UDS

D

Hoz'

41
v G

.0

,

.

..

.

13

3.65

.06

3.28

.15

STATE

if

ACY

.1

..

u0S

.

.

.

M

. 5
GJ

A-_

p

.

12

3.69

.13

3.16

.13

UNIV.

-671

G4
S'
J
H

MA
B

.

.

13

3.86

3.43

6

ADH

L

K

C

E

?
N

g

8

.10

.24

COLLEGES

A?

AB

K

TB.

'

(

Ed

/

I

!*

1

c''

CON

.

C

E
k.7

NP

0

G

8-

t.

.

w

14

3.83

.15

3.25
.20

B
C

li

E'

NF

sc
K
M
L-,

8

3.77.

3.33

Individual Respondent as the

N- 551 478 335 '121 7 249

H SB 3.88 3.57 .3.68 3.94 3.86 3.77

'SD SB .79 .83 .83 .74 .85 .86

H SB wtd.3.89 3.56 3.69

SD SB ...td. .713 .81 .80 .

H IS 3.42 3.37 3.30 3.68 3.64 3.31

SD IS .82 .82 .82 .85 .78 .86

H IS wed. 3'45 3'37 3.29
60 IS wtd. .83 .80 .81

Unit o) Analysis

1394 1146
3.88 3.66
.78 .4

3.90 3.65
.78 .84

3.20 .3.23

.83 .82
3.19 3.24

.82 .83

667 215 8 647
3.73 3.86 3.71 3.82
.84 .70 ..56 .85

3.74

.85

3.15 3.39 3013 3.19
.82' .77 .53 .88

3.14
.82
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4

'at

0
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h-

4,.
:Esti. 2 Goal Area:. tCADEMIC DEVELOPMENT .4

segment: COMMUNITY COLLEGES:

fgonstit-
uencies: FAQ. DS ES ADM TR COM

IGI Score : 4-:

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1 .

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

.3.1

3.6

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.1
.2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5'

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
SD(I) IS

42

51
5

33
47

'

41
64

4

18

29

N3

36
42 22

g;
29

t

-wPr

29
6A

4

53
33

35

19
55

22

64

0

25
42

44

47
41

25 77

42
67 152

15

127

7

34

33 130

2r

52

43

61

17

63 62 42 25 10 il
3.65 3.71 3.80 3.66 3.65 3.72
.13 .12 .13 .17 .20 .14

3.19 3.16 3.17 3.48 3.44 3.18
.16 1.12 ° .12 '.23 :26 .15

N 3938
H SB 3.66
SDsg .87

( SB wed. 3.65
SD SB wtd. .87

H IS .3.20
SD IS .87

M IS vtd. 3.18
SD IS ind.' .87

PAIVATE INSTITUTIONS .--4 ,,A
.1W

FAC UDS tGS - ADM ' TR
1

com'

.
...

1:";

9

xE

J KB
0

lE
GU

S

Bin

VI .7

F

'K

L-7

V IEB

ET

xG

FV

N

Ry

N

x
E
A
V

U

C

E

H

K

N

0

:41e- t 4
22 22 8 9 17 9
3.90 .71 3.70 3.91 3.85 -.3.80

..../

.20
1 4...23

..26 .24 .22 .10
3.27 3.29 3.16 3.4 3.55 3.43
.27 .27 .46 .36 :30 ,21.. _

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

5353 2672 310 135
3.71 3.78 .3.63. 3.63
.89 .90 .81 -86

3.68 3.78
.95 .91

3.15 3.17 3.46 3.36
.88 .91 .79 .82

3.13
.92 .

2720

3.71

.92

3.19

.90

785 1086 232 85 188 342
3.92-- 3.72 3.l2 3.90 3.89 3.79
.77 .87 ,87 .78 .77 . .81
3.92 3./0 3.70
.76 .84 .95

3.35 3.33 3.26 3.45 3.56 3.44
.89 .91 1.03 .85 .81 ,487

,3.36 3.31 3.19 _

.90' .87 .98

.0

A.

4;4

.6
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as would be expected given, the differentiation of function and admissions.
.. 9

.
..

. .. -

with
air% t"

m, arstandards in the California system, vies somewhat,. with the UC campuses'-the
.

highes,00.3 to 3.414 followed by the private institutions, the State

.University and Colleges, andthe-community colleget (averaging ar ound'3.1 -.
v

. . .

O the t i
or 3.2 depending On constituent gyvtisidered).. One notes e sUbsaitai .

: ),,,,.."
... '"Is" the'homogeneity of the scores for 11C and CSUC*ccampuses. (relative -to dr..: .$2.

.1

other segments, and .to. the other ICI direnstOns, as will be seen) Compircd-...,

E0 the -C:, and PI sec fors,,the- QC and CSLC ploti''''are very close ,t,ther--indi-
-4.

,.. .,..
icitit hat within the segment the importent:e attached to Academic Development

e .

e.:is highlysiMiiar,fron one cam to another. The commtnlity colleges generally
.

1purst re diverse goals .(e.g.', vocational training) withtn-each campus;

.

. /N:..,_.

.. . 1
stand devialpitins for individual respondents (at thp bottom of*N213,0-fare

relat vely large,
-

'For the private institutions, there is greater di,;-,rsity,

of function among (not within) campuses .(i.e.,
..

there are art school:,, church-
)'''

\r----
. .- / -

related colleges, independent liberal arts colleges, et,.:.); SD(I)'s will

be relatively large (and the plots above more spread otitl.

Where the "Is: perceptions arefairly similar across the .Cousxi-

.

$tuencies, the "Should &". beliefs about the importance 'of Academic DeveloRment

ten to be somewhat higher for the facultied than for the ofher grout.'. It is

S

mainly the faculty, in short, who Would %Ash to upgrade tik: academic cucl4y.
,

of their instItud.ons (the ",s" - "Should Be" gap tends to be relatively large).5 .

The important exception to this generalization is'theelmuniv: college

. ,

.

faculty.

3

ti

:_.ere are also a number of somewhat specialized (i.e., not "comprehensie").
Community colleges. CC campus 69, for example, is pritgarily 'vocational-,
technical college.

0

as ;

S

.::: -4

.

V

4
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Both the eight UC and the 16 CSUC faculties are strikingly similar

in the importance they attach to Academic Develc nt (despite the fact, for

example, that two of the CSUC campuses are Polytechnics). Both sets of

faculty fell within a range of .3 of a score point. The faculti'_esavt thec.

private institutions are also Surprisingly (to this writer) hprOgolffiioug.on
-r .

this dime 'on. Sim(Wr homogeneity obtained for the upper division Students
Nv

.

across the CSUC campuses, and for all the UC constituent groupS-( "is",as well,

as "Should Be").
. .

Looking now at Tables 3 dad 4, one can see an important distinction

in the ranks of commUhity college faculty (Table..4), which helps to explaie.

/ the relatively lot !'Should Be" score. dompared to community college faculty

in Professional and career fields (pp), faculty in the arts and sciences (AS)

."liberal arts" have a rather low estimate of-the present importande given

to Academic Development on their campuses, along with rather high "56uld Be"

beliefs. The "Je-"Should Be" dr? for the AS faculty is thrice what it is

for:the PC instructors, which pinpoints a potentially (perhaps already) impor-

tant source of division and conflict within community college faculties. The

'same diViiion of f4culty perception and belief, though less pronounced,

exists i. he other segments also.

* 5-

41110

*.>

./c
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s.?

(2) Intellectual Orientation. While the first,goal area had to do

with acquisition f'knowledge, this second general gOal of instruction

relats to an attitude about learning and intellectual' work. .Likewise, .dome-

conception of the sCholarly,'.rational,
analytical, inquiring mind hartaps,

always been associated with the acad2my. or. university. In the_IGI, Intellectual

4- Orientation mearis familiarity with research and prob em solving methods' the

ability to synthesize knowledge from many source's, th capacity.-for self-directed

learning, and a commitment to life-long learning,
0

From Tables 5 an 6,.one notes first the uniforMly high "Shoui

Be" plotsd Component campuses within; segmr-t often fall within t

k

of

each other (as with the UC campu0s). Compar,,,, to their student and adminis-

tratoecompeers, the CSUC faculties rate Intellectual Orientation high indeed,

as high'as the private college faculties, and almost as high as the UC faculties.

, The "Is" ratings, on the other hand, tend to range around 3.0--"of

medium importance"--with the university and private college groups believing

their institutions to give somewhat greater stress to this goal than is the

case at the CSUC and community college. campuses.

Differences between.the various constitqent subgroups are for the

`Most part inconsequential with the only noticeable divergencies between
o

41

community college arts,and sciences (AS) and professional and career (PC)

faculty, and between CSUC graduate students likewise distinguished (Tables 7 and 8).

In general, as tan be read in all the summary data at the bottom of

Tables 5 and '6, the discrepancy betyeen."Is" understandings.and "Shohld Be"
V-.

beliefs--the difference between the- "Is" and "Should Be" means-- is large all

throughiout the higher educatioh syitem. The nearest exceptions, important

ones for sure, seem to be the trustees-Of the private an4 community colleges.

0

1

0-
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Goal Area: INTELLECTUALOEIENT/
1,P4

I

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Con;tit- -

uencies: EAC

IG1 Score

4.5

4.4

4,3

4.2

4,1

4s0 -

'3.9

'3.8,

3./

-T3117

3.5

3.4

3.3

_3.2

3.16,

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

) 6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2_

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

P.7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) 'SE

M(I) IS
SD(I) IS

pc
B

C
A
H

DG

UDS GS ADM RG COM

F

A
G
C

H

11:7
C

F

HA

D

G
FR
DE

BA

B

AC
F

H

E

GB

CE

H

E

El
B

FG

E
C

D

H-
R

Et,

A

.

8 7 8 7 8
4.25 4.03 4.13 '4.26 4.12
.06 .09 .08 .15 .13

3.08 2.87 2.76 3.35 3.07
.17 .17 .16 .31 .20

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES

EAC UDS GS ADM TR CON

16 13 12 13
4.30 4.04 4.17 4.27
.09 .08 .08 .11

2.75 2.81 °2.79 3.01
.13 .14 .20 .28

B

J

NH

G L

C

fE

K

YJ

14

4.12

.14

2.95

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Anakysis
VIN 551 478 335 - 121 7 249 1394 1146 ',67 251 8 647M St 4.25 4.03 4.12 4.26 3.89 4.11 4.30 4.03 4.16 4.27 3.81 4.14

SD SB .75 .82 .83 .69 .77 #.82 .74 .83 .'") .71 .68 .82M Stwtd. 4.24 4.03 4.11 4.30 4.06 4.17
SD SB wtd. .75 .81 .82 .75 .82 .81

H IS 3.07 2.82 2.75 3.34 3.43 3.04 2.X5 2.78 2.76 2.97 2.98 2.92
SD IS .92 .88 .87 .90 .74- .84 .86 . .89 ..85 .84 .47 .92
M IS wtd. 3.05 2.81 2.74 2.71 2.76 2.72 4* -

SD IS wtd. .92 .86 .p .85 .87 .84
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Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3:9

3.8

3.7

3.6

-3.5

3.K

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7 "

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.1,

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1:7

1.6

1.5

C.

0

-

;Goal Area:

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FAC DS

go.

INTELLECTUAL ORIENTATION

63 62

M(I) SB 4.04 3.87

SD(I) SB .09 .12

M(I) IS 2.86 2.75

Sb(I) IS .14 :11

ADM TR CON

25

4?

47

33

25

39

59

41

33

16

6
1

5

34

3

1

22

30

61

15

47

8
58

6

27

55

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

FAC UDS GS ADM. TR COM
RN

3
U

N
V
DC
AR
SF
E

KA
H

L
T
C

UM

SEC

DT Z
CO

fL3
P .

**.

42 25 10 51 22
3.92 3.99 3.95 3.96 4.27
.11 .21 , .27 .11 .16

2.86 3.19 3.43 2.93 3.07
.14 .31 .34 .14 .23

V

13

22 8

4.09 4.20
.16 .10

3.03 3.06
.20 .30

Individual Respondent as the Unit ot Analysis

9 17 9

4.33 4.14 v4.16
.16 ,15 .14

3.33 3.50 3.27
.20 .23 .21

N 3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85 188 342H SB 4.05 3.87 3.92 3.99 3.91 3.96 4.28 4.07 4.19 4.26 4.13 4.14SD SB 79 .88 .91 .78 .86 .88 .72 .82 .79 .71 .74 .80M SB wtd. 4.05 3.85 3.92 4.27 4.07 4.13
SD SB wtd. .96 .33

0 .72 .80 .78

M LS 2.87 2.75 2.85 3.18 3.28 2.92 3.12 3.04 3.19 3.32 .47 3.30SD IS 88 .91 .97 .88 .86 .91 .92 .94 .98 .85 .84( .91H IS wtd. 2.$4 2.73 2.83 3.14 2.99 3.01
SD IS wtd. .20 .94 .97 .92 .91 .92

to
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Nonetheless, there can he little doubt ,that within most of the state'A

academic communities there,is widespread feeling that somehow the campuses
s

.p .
should be doing much more to encourage students to adopt genuine intellectual

attitudes and.,commitments.

(3) ,Individual Personal Development. In contrast to most of the

goals covered by the IGI, this one waC'set forth and has foundacceptance

only in roughly the past decade.
4

It was conceived by psychologistd and. has

found its main support among professional psychologists', student personnel

people, and other adherents of "humanistic psychology" and the ;'human potential

movement." As defined in the IGI, Individual Personal Development means

identification by students of personal goals and developthent of./means for

ichiPving them, enhancymen t ofsense of self-worth and self-confidence,

self-understanding, and a capacity for open and trusting interpersonalrrelations.

Here we begin to see substantial d$.fferences among constituent groups;,

specially on the UC and CSUC campuses. The faculties in these twb segments

(along with the community samples) tend to give "Is" ratings Higher than the

other constituencies, particularly the students. Faculty "Should'Be" ratings,

however, particularly the UC facultie are lower than those of the other

constituencies. These faculties generally see the leas need (Or change in

this regard. The undergraduates have the strongest aspirations; the UDS "Is"-

'Should Be" discrepancies are among the largest found in the st udy. Sonie cif

the individual campus plotd are especially notable; for example, for UC campus

C (a large o!4,e) the gap was more than two score points (going from the lowest

'"Is" to the hi:Ast "Should Be").

4
Perhaps its origin can bedated to the publication of The American pollege(Sanford, 1962),
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Table 9 Goal'Area: INDIVIDUAL PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT

_Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. & COLLEGES

UDS GS.. ADM RG COM FAC UDS GS ADM

4

Constit-
uencies:

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6 A'

3.5

3.4
H,

3.3

'3.2 Dc

3.1

3.0*

2.9

2.8

2.7
A

7.6

25

2.4 D
G

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1:9

1.8

1.2

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
SD(I) IS

P

'BD°

Jg

D
E

A

HJ Ti

IC

-7

8 7 8 7 8
3.43 3.96 3.73 3.82 3.91
.15 .13 .13 .27 .22

2.62 2.28 2.28 2.69 1.66
.19 .16 .20 .37 .15

a

16 13 12
3.88 4.05 3.92
.11 .12 .17

2.65 2.42 2.48
.24. .17 .21

N 551 41078

M SB 3,41 3.98

SD SB I.12 .93

M SB wtd. 3,,38 4.02

SD SOwtd. 1.11 .91
4

, .

IS 2.60 72.23

SD IS .92 .88:

M IS wtd. 243 2.21

SD IS wtd. .48 .87

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

.TR COM

13

3.95
.28

2.75

/.18

'14

3.97
.23

2.83

.23

335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8 647
Y.75 3.79 3.68 3.91. 3.88 4.06 3.96 ,3.9.5 3.31 3.96
1.09 .93 .72 1.01 1.02 .92 .98 .88 .89 .95:
3.73 3.87 4.08 3.86
1.09 1.03 .90 1.01

2.25 2.67 3.52 2.64 2.67 2.40 2%44 2.77 2.75 2.85.88 .90 .87 .95 .94 .93 .91 .87 .71 1.012.18 2.62 2.34- 2.39
.87 .91 . .92 .88

1
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Table 10 Goal Area: INDIVIDUAL PERSONAL DEVELOPME6T
**,

Segment: COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Co! t

uencied: FAC

IGI Score

DS ES ADM

133

66
8

4 3

12

i51 1

a2

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

75
45
28

1
4.0

3.9
13 4 15

9
3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5
56

3.4 64
35

3.3

3,2

3,1

3.0

2.9

2.8
9

iff
2.7 36

12
2.6

2,5

2.4

572.3

2.2
7

2.1

'2,0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6,

1.5

N 63 62

M(I) SB .16 4.09

SD(I) SB .09 .10

M(I) IS 3.02 2.64

SD(I) IS .17 .15

35
33
50

27

47
41

25
64
67

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

TR COM FAC UD; GS ADM TR COM

5
2

J

34

1

52
34
5

2

64

41

42 25 10 51
4.05 4.30 4.17 4.03

'..15 .16 .28 :17
2.77 3.36 3.54 2.p8
.18 .'34 '.'44 ,20

Individual RespOndent as the
N 3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720
M SB 4.16 4.09 4.05 4.28 4.08 4.03
SD SB .82 .91 .93 .72 .86 .93
M SB wtd. 4.15 4.06 '4,05
SD SB wt¢. .82 .98 .96

M IS 3.05 2.64 2:77 .5.32 3.39, 2.87
SD IS' .92 1.01 1.06 .9? .89 1.01
M IS Wtd 3.03 2.61 2.74
SD IS wtd. 92 1.04 1.06

D

N

A
}IV

K

R
EB
T,

EX

A

V
L

H
BE

R

\

22 22 '8 9 17 9
4.11 4.21 4.11 432 4.14 4.11
.29 .14 .11 .18 .26 .18

3.22 2.94 2.84 3.34 3.62 3.25.
.33 .31 .30 .14 .64 .19

Unit of Analysis 0

785 1086 232 85 188. 342
4.04 4.20 4.13 4.30 4.12 4.13
.92 .84 .94 .74 .88 .88

_3.97 4.16 4.12
.14 .83 .90

3.20 2.94. 2.99 3.36 3.59 ?.28
.98 1.07 1.12 .88 .9i 1.01

3.12 2.80 2.88
.96 1..93 1,95

O
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a.

Compared to the community'and private colleges, the University

and CSUC.camp es are again relatively homogeneous. UC campus B (Santa

Cruz) stands out according Co "Is" perceptions, as does CSUC campus B

(even in the eyes

segment was recorded

stand the University

*community people). The higheit "Is" GAY in the UC .

y the sample of ,regents, suggesting that 'they unde-r-

to .be presently giving this goal at least "medium'

importance." On the othe hand, in.the CSUC segment the lowes't r'rhouli

Ba" score came from thsample.of the system's trustees, indicating chat

this group sees less value in Individual Personal Development as a college

thangoal than any other campus constituent group in the...system.
;

The pictures for.the community colleges'and private institutions

(Table 10) are quite different. Here the faculties, most notably, but also
A 4

.40°q-he administrators and trustees, stand with (or above) the students regarding

the "Should Be" importance of- Individual Personal Development. The students

tend to 1140 lower "Is" perceptions,- resulting in slightly larger "Is"-

"Should Be" gaps (discontent indices?) than the other constituencies. The

A -c
high level of support for this goal within the community college off-i-campus

communities is impressive, and pethips somewhat surprising.

It is clear from the subgroup results (Tables 11 and 125, that

student personnel LdministTators (SP) rank this goal relatively high, as do

women students, (WO), and also faculty'in professional and career fields .

(PC) on the CSUC and private college campuses (who are hevily in education,

and frequently women--see Appendix G): An hypothesis we entertained that

affluent-(012) students would rank thisgoal relatively high was not borne

out; differences according to family income category'were generally negligible.

Roughly half of the professors.inihe UC faculty PCsample(s) are in
engineering.

r.,
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11.

(4) Humanism/Altruism. More or less explicit discernment of

this concept may 'alsd be of fairIy'recent vintage, although various-1y

*
cons it.has long had its place in the catalogues of liberal arts and

church - related, colleges. It reflects_the Ilief (in many quar1ers) that

a college education should mdan not just acquisition cjf knowledge.and skills,
.

but that it should also somehma.amartudents better peovie--more.&cent,
4

tolerant, responsible, Sumane.Labeied4Jumanism/Altruism, thia fundamental

ethical stance has been conceived in the ICI as respect for diverse cultures,

_ .

commitment to woAing for world peaceconsCiousness Of the important moral

issues of the"time, and concern about tie welfare of man generally.,

YAs is perhaps to be-expected, "Is" perce Lions of the importance.

given this goal are substantially higher in the private sector (Table 14)
.

than in the Public one(s), with the trustees of many of these colleges having.

particularly idealized views of their institutions, The private institutions

are qUlte heterogeneous (note the SD(I) IS's,bf .29, .33, and .41 for the

faculty and student samples respectively).' A good number ale church sponsored;

quite a few have historic, ties to Protestant denominations. Campuses B and. R,

on the other hand, are busidess and art schools respectively.

By contrast, the institutions in the public sectors rank lower and

are much more homogeneous, although UC campus B a4CSUC-11 again.seand

'somewhat onart from the others, and a number of the community'college,boards

of trustees. regard their colleges as giving ligh priority to this goal.
0

"Shodld-Be" scores are substantially higher than the "Is" ratings,

and fairly uniform across segment/constituent groups, implying that academic.

communities (and associated off-campus communities)i public, as well as

,private, regard concern for fostering humhem values in students to be a valid 4

4



'N

1

I
,44

.9f

Table 13 Goal Area: HUMANISM/ALTRUISM
. .

Segment: UNIVERSITY oy CALIFORNIA

Constit-
uencies: FAC

1(14 Score

A

UDS GS ADH RC CON

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0 F

..9

BH
3.8

D

3.7 A

3.6
B.

3.5

3.4
AF

3.3

1.2 .
DH

3.1 GC

3.0

2.9

2.8 F
B

2.7

2.6

EC
2.5 AH

GD Ag
2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8
1

1.7

1.6

1.5

N

)1(1) S8
4

SD(I) S8
H(I) IS
SD(I) IS

C,
As'

pN
B

A

r-

A

F

C

8 7 8 7

3.27 3.73 3.59 3.55
'.12 .19 .05 .36
2.57 2.50 2.40 2.64
.13 .13' .13 .33

H
G A

g
FB

A

CD
E
H

".\

7

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. & 'COLLEGES

*

FAC UDS GS ADH

is

A
L/

H
NP
Zy

GA

C

N
IN

TR CON.

ti

8 16 13 12' 13
3.63 3.58 3.75 3.59 3.54
.22 .16 .17 .1,9 ,16

2.83 2.59 , 2.48 2.51 T.66
.13 .12 .16 .19 .16

,

H SB

551

3.25
478
3.72
-1.05SD.SB 1.1`6

H SB wtd. 3.24 3.79

SD SB wtd.
1.16 1.02

H IS 2.56 .2.45

SD IS .
.92 .92

H IS wed. 2.55 2.47
SD IS wtd.' .92 .92

14

31 60

.34

2.85

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
335 121 7 249 1394 .1146 667 251 8 647

3.60 3.74 3.61 3.56 2.78 3.60

1.08 1.07 1.11 1.00 .98 .1.11

3.58 3.75 3,53

1.10 1.'04 1.12

2,61 '2.47 2.48 2.67 2.82 2.86
.90 V93 .91 .82s .63 1.06

Z.54 2.44 2.46

.91' .91 .91

3.60 3.51 3.18 1.62
1.12 1.01 .93 1.11
3.62

1.09

2.39 2,63 3.10 )2.81
.90 .91 1.16 1.00

2.37

.88'

r
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Table 14 Goal Area: IMMANISM/ALTRDISH

Segment: COMMUNITY COLLEGES -

Constit-
uencies: PAC DS FS ADM TR COM

101 Score

4,5
/'

4 4,4 Jr?

4.3 5
..

61 62
4.2

.

4.1 15. f4
1 f,

.75/44 1

3.9 58 39

3.8! .

3.7
52

' 3.6 52

3.5
t.

40 9 1 27 --,
N

3.4 D
9 8 47

g
.

S
3.3

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

FAC ups CS ADH TR CON

541 Q
, 3.2 66 a 26 IL

23 69 30
613.1

.2.6 34

2.4

2.5
.

47

B 69
69
36

41
10 30

li r

2.i 9 51 B

2.2 45
--_,

2:V

2.0
.'40

1.9

1.8

64 A
RT 4 17

2.9 RX
s 53 22 22

2. 8
14

49 Fu
39 13

4 2.7

7
1.7

1.6

S

0

C

gk
YN

0
AI

KE

JF
UX

PU

Er

V

SD

C0
LO
H

1

NX

4

T

1'
I
a

H

T

U.

1.5

N 63 62 42 25 10 51 22 22 8. / 17 9
H(I) S13 3.72 3.72 3,67 3.83 3.50 3.56 3.88 3.76 3.70 3.98 ,1t70 .3173
SD{I)-SB .14 .15 .16 .24 .44 .25 . .32 .27 .29 ..42 ,37--- .32
H(I) IS 2.16 2.55 2.67 2.95 3.21 2.77 3.01 2.83 2.85 3.11 .3:36. 3.14
SD(I) IS .17 .13 .15 .32 .50 .16 .29 ..33 ' .41 .33 .4 .27

Individual Respondent as the Unit, of Analysis

N 3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 ,232 85 188 343
N SB 3.72. 3.73 3.69 3.80 3.38 3.58 3.82 3.78 3.76 3.98 3.72 3.78
SD SB 1.01 1.08 1.13 .93 1.04 1.10 .98. 1.04 1.11 .84 1.06 1.02
H SB wtd. '3.72 3:70 3.68

t 3.79 3.72 3.82
SD0S8 wtd. 1:01 1.13 1.15 .99 1.04 1.11

H IS . 2.7S 2.55 2.67 2.94 3.01 2.74 3.00 :2.84 2.99 3.14 3.34 3.21
5Y IS ' .89 .96 1.4 .91 .95 .99 ..95 1.02 1.14 1.00
H IS wtd. 2.78 2.54 2.64 -2..96 2.73 2.89

,*.90:'.99
.: ,r

SD IS wtd. .89 .99 1.03 ,.93 .97 1.09
"::',!'

ft
0

V
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.The major on-campus exception to the above generalization is the

UC faculty. Off-campus, the sample of regents gave a relatively low rating

to Humanism/Altruism as an institutional goal, and the ("Should Be") GATC

for the sample of'CSUC trustees was the lowest of any constituent group

included in the survey. The pattern of scoresifor individual ...r.stitutions

maybe indicative of value consensus or conflict within the community

(or "community"); For example, the UC-C faculty plot is the lowest in the

cluster,,while:that campus's UDS and GS plots are the highest in their

respective clusters. With Ur- -C administrators and community samples ranking

relatively high, this particular faculty seems to stand rather apart from a

generally liberal community (in terms of this specific goal). At CSUC campus

E, as another example, it is the students who are set apart in what is

generally held to be one& the Most conservative counties in. the state.

Needless to say, in these instance's the seeds for future (and of past)

hostilities come into rather sharp focus.

It is important to note that there is relative lack of agreement

within individual campuses about the ("Should Be") importance of (fostering)

Humanism/Altruism as an institutional goal--especially in the public sector.

The standard deviations across the constituent grOilps are'among the highest

for any of the g6als, with the SD for the UC faculty (1.16) the single

highest. This latter means that there,are many UC professors who strongly

feel that this goal should be important,.and as many who feel jmst,as

strongly that it should not/be important.

WhaAre some of the reasons for the relative divergence of
. .

°opinions about the institution's role with respect to, students' values?

I
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The answers adduced in Tables 15 and 16, unfortunately, are far from

,
definitive. Among the students themselves, women'seem to suppcirr this goal

somewhat more strongly than do men. There is a slight tendency for

students in the arts and sciences (AS) to tank the goal higher than their

peers in professional and caree fields (PC), and an even slighter.tendency

(contfary to expectations) for students from less affluent families (tJ12)

to rank it higher. Among the faculty, there is a hint of a difference by

teachin g field only in the community col3eges. Quitecontrary to

expectations,6 older faculty (040) tend to place a higher 'premium on this

goal, although the differences are not large. As for the administrators,

student personnel (SP) and academic administrators (AA) gi e the highest

and lowe t'rankings respectively. Among offcampus.citizens, it is women

(homeniakers, HM), minority people (CH,BL), and people with low incomes

(U6,C12) who tend to rank Humanism/Altruism relatively high as a ("Should

Be) college goal.

6
A recent and grcTf_z, research literature on faculty vc.lues consistently
finds younger faculty to be more liberal.

`OMMIIM,
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(5) Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness. Some conception of cultural

so-)histication and/or artistic appreciation has traditionally been in the

panoply of goals of many private liberal arts colleges in America, perhaps

especialy-liberal arts colleges for women, In the IGI, the conception entails

heightened appreciation of a:variety of art forms, required study in the

humanities or arts, exposure to forms of non-Western art, and encouragement of

active student participation in artistic activities.

In general, the "Is" scores are relatively low, and rather uniformly

so across the constituent groups. In the public sectors, the institutions

are quite homogeneous on this dimension. In the private sector they are

strikingly diverse, which is as it should be in view of the diversity of

specialization of many of these instiLutions.. Thus the art schools, for

example, stand high. Less obvious, and not depicted in any of the tables,

there was a clear trend for Roman Catholic colleges for women tc rank high

(on both "Is" and "Should Be") and for CathJlic institutions for men, or

those which have very recently 3'egun to admit women, to rank low.

"Should Be" scores in the public sectors are consistentlyllot much

higher that "Is" scores. People both on and off these campuses generally

believe that the.public'Eolleges ought net to place much greater emphasis on

eultural.and artistic awareness in studentP than is presently the case.
7

There however are specific subgroups of individuals who, perhaps

naturallyi- feel more strongly about the importance of cultural and aesthetic

dev4opment than do others. eiculty and students in the arts and sciences,

in contrast to thos_ in professional or career fields, wOuld have their

-7
This is particularly evident for the sampleA of UC Regents and CSUC

'NI Trustees. The "Should Be" plots for both are the lowest in their
respective segments.
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Table 17., Goal Area: CULTURAL/AESTHETIC AWARENESS

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Const1tc

uencies: FAC UUS GS ADM RG COM

IGI Store

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8 I

3./

1.6
53

3.5 71-1

3.4 CF DF N

3.3 fir A DI: A

C
3.2 A

C B '
A

3.1
C

3.0
F2.9

FT3 e
2.8

7.7 DI D

2 b

131C113

2.5
HA

2.4
G E c

2.3

2.2

2.1

7.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1 6

1.5

H0

A

G

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. & COLLEGES

FAC UDS GS ADM TB CON

N 8 7 8 7 8 16
M(I) ss 3.22 3.37 3.35 3.25 3.21 3.37
SA(1) SB .14' .12 .12 .20 .21 .13
M(I) IS 2.61 ..63 2.53 2.71 2.75 2.65
SD(I) IS .18 .17 .16' .29 .17 .16

E

EB C

731
NN
JA JP N B GNN Bc0

LB AC

JN
Eo H

FE L

N

D

GN p0
I',
CD

P
Pi

13 12 13.
3.28 3.17 3.31
.15 .10 .12

2.61 2.53 2.79
.18 .14 .22

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

Eic MG

14
3.06
.17

2.73
.21

551 478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8M SE 3.19 3.35 3.32 3.23 2.75 3.22 3.38 3.27 3.21 3.29 2.44
,647
3.07SD SB .97 .95 1.00 .89 .92 .92 .94 .98 .99 .80 .70 .95H SB wtd. 3.12 3.37 3.27 3.34 3.29 3.17SD SB wtd. .97 .93 .98 .95 .98 .97

H IS. 2.58 2,59 2.51 2.67 2.67 2.73 2.66 2.60 2.51 2.78 2.36 2.72SD IS .85 .83 .80 .79 1.10 .87 i .81 .87 .83 .76 .62 .87M IS wtd. 2.56 2.58 2.45 2.61 2.56 2.57
SD IS wtd. .85 .83 .80 .81 .84 .82



Table 18 Goal Area: CULTURAL/AESTHETIC AWARENESS

Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.h

3.5

3.4,

3.3

3.2

3.1

310

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4.

COKMUNITY COLLEGES

FAC DS ES ADM TR COM

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

. PAC

57
UPS GS ADM TR COM

517

R'
Fri -Ft

I H
fi

N 63 62 42 25 10 51 22 22 8 9 17 9M(I) SB 3.36 3.22 3.12 3.25 2.91 3.07 3.59 3.46 3.60 3.67 3.52 3.31SD(I) SB .16 .15 .19 .28 .38 .19 .39 .31 .61 .31 :48 , .42M(I) IS 2.74 2.61 p 2.60 2.810 2.82 2.68 2.90_ 2.83 3.09 3.02 3.26 3.07SD(I) IS .15 .14 .17 .22 .33 .14 .54 .41 .54. .47 .51 .49

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis .

N 3938 5353 2679 °310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85 . 188 343M SB 3.35 3.21 3.13 3.24 2.98 3.09 3.52 3.43 3.48 3.66 3.44 3.34SD SB .93 1.03 1.06 .88 .93 .98 .93 1.01 1.12 .80 4.90 .95M s8 wtd. 3.36 3.20 3.16
3.48 '3.42 3.47

SD SB wtd. .93 1.06 1.07 .94 .98 1.11

M IS 2.76 2.60 2.59 2.82 2.81 2.68 2.85 2.78 2.94 3.08 3.15 3.11SD IS .83 .91 .94 .82 ..88 .88 .95 1.05 1.13 .92 ..92 .98M IS wtd. 2.73 2.58 2.60 2.82 2.66 2.99
SD IS wtd. .94 .94

.94 1.03 1.07
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colleges give greater attention to this goal. Thit lifference-is especially

Verge for community college instructors. Women students value the goal'

more than do men. 'necks on the CSUC campuses feel somewhat stronger than

-

do whites and Chicanos. There are several differences among subgroups of

CC and PI trustees as well as community people associated with all four

segments. None of these subgro4"thould Be" scow is notably high, and

the generalization about the low value attached to Cultural/Aesthetic

Awareness as an instructional goal, especially in the public sector, seems

still reasonable.

(6) Traditionalfeligiousness. This goal is included in the IGI

in recognition of the fact that a great Try colleges and universities in
4

Ametttrare'explicitly religious in their c%Ittrol, functioning and goals,

while many more retain hies of varying strength With the Roman Catholic

Church or, more often, a Protestant denomination. 8 Traditional Re2.515RgnEseil!r'

as conceived in the IGI, is intended to mean a religiousness that is
4

orthodox, doctrinal, usua'ly sectarian, and often fundamental--in short,

traditional (rather than "secular" "modern").
9

As defined in the IGI,,

this goal means educating students,fin a particular religious heritage, help-,

ing them to see the potentialities of full-time.religious work,devefoping

students' ability to defend a theological position, and fosterin their

dedication to serving God in everyday life.

em.4

8
Two'recent report's for the Carnegie Commiksic4m,,on Higher Educationiput the
number-of Roman Catholic colleges at 350'Greeley, 1969) and the number
of Protestant7affiliated institutions at "450 to 600" (Pace, 1972).

2

9
Perhaps to some extent the more "modern" concept is assessed by the Humanism/
Altruism goal area.

a
aP

7

.44
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Table 21 Goal Area: TRADITIONAL RELIGIOUSNESS...)

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Constit-
uencies: FAC UDS GS ADM RG COM FAC UDS GS ADM TR ' COM
IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

' 4.2

4.11

CALIFORNIA STATF UNIV. & COLLEGES

4.0

3 .9

3.8

3 /

3.6

35

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.0

2.9:

2.8

2.7

2 6

2.5

2.4

2.1

2.2

2,1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5'

N

M(I) SB

SD(I) SB
M(I) IS

SD(I) IS

N

M SB
sa SB

M SB wtd.
SD SB wtd.

M IS
SD IS

M IS wtd.
SD IS wtd..

is

FIT

7

G

NA{

8 7

F

Lg
8

B
B

B

1.32 1.76 . 1.45-- 1.45 1.36
.05 .13 .11 .16 25

1.23 1.42 .1.32 1.28 1,57
.04 .09 .10 .10 .12

CG

GE

CO

AN

Br

H

16 13
1.52 1.94
.11 .17

1.33 1.58

C

IN
FS

ACJ
AP

12
1.74
.18

1.44
.08 - .10 .06

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
551 478 3.35 121 7 249 1394 1146 667
1.33 1.72 1.48 1.43 1.86 1.96 1,52 1.93 1.75
.71 .96 .88 .77 .850 1.13 .89 1.08 1.03

1.32 1.73 1.43 1.53 1.92 1.75
.72 .97 .86 .91 1.08 1.06

1.23 1.40 j1.33 1.27 1.58 1.57 1.33 1.58 1.47
.52 .63 .61 .51 .89 .74 .58 .73 .69

1.23 1.41 1.34 . 1.33 1.56 1.42
.53 ..62 .60 .59 .72 .66

0

HC

0

Ahl

JK1

L
K N

F

M
AP

B.

1c7 14
1.61 2.08
.1r .36

1.37 1.64
.10 .23

251 8 647
1.62 1.72 2.09
.92 1.02 1.23

1.38 1.50 1.64
.65 ,.67 .83
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Table 22 Goal Area: TRADITIONAL RE IC SNESS

Segment:

. Constit-
uencies: FAC

ICI Score

4.5

4.4,

4.3

4.2

1.1

4.0

3.9

3.8'

3.7

3.6

.3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

- 3.0

2;9

. 2.8

2.7

'.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9
t

1.8

1
37

.7'
22

11.6 27

1.5

N 63

M(I) SB 1.70

SD(I) SB .17

M(I) IS 1.42
SD(I) IS .11

CONMUTATY COLLEGES

DS ES

53

50

It
551

6

62 42
2.29 2.34
.19 .27

1.74 1.80
.12 .21

ADM

2.

6'7

TR

1

'27

.15

27

61

22

COM

64

7
8

^-1
64

4
12

15
23

179

'PRIVATE

FAC

Q
c

V

I

K

X

N

F

D

FR

INSTI1UTIONS

UDS

A

C

LE

S

V

E

I

X

N

C

LV

E

FB

T

1

GS

V
L

L

VI

T

8

ADM

S

V

S

25 10 1 22 22 9
1.69 1.90 .12 2.55 2.49 2.12 2.61
,24 .41 .28 1.02 .92 .64 .96

1.45 1.72 .71 2.45 2.42 2.32 2.33
.15 .26 .19 1.10 1.03 1.06 .84

Individual Responden

N 3938 5353 2679
M SB 1.71 2.29 2.31
SD SB 1.03 1.20 11.25

1.70 2:26 2.32M SB wtd.
SD SB wtd.1.03 1.22 1.27

I IS. 1.43 1.74

SD IS .67 .84

1M IS wtd. 1.41 1.71

SD IS wtd, .66 .85

1.81

.92

1.80
,92

-1-
as the Unit of Ans'vsis

310 135 2730 785 1086 232 85
1.72 1.78 2.13 2.59 2.59 2.11 2.69
1.02 1.02 1.21 1.42 1.39 1.28 1.36

2.33 2.36 2.364
1.34 1.29 1.28

1.46 1.58 1.70 2.54 2.52 2.36 '2.38
.71 .81 .86 1.34 1.38 1.44 1.17

' 2.36 2.40 2,82
1.26 1.32 1.39

' TR COM tA

A

[D

C

Q

K
X

C

K

17 9

3.22 2.84'
1.13 .77

2.95 2.68
1.03 .75

188 342
3.22 2.94
1.43 1.35

2.97 2.80
1.32 1.22
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ti

We had expected that Ler the public sector there would be little
. .

or nothing worth reporting, that4the variability among campuses and

et

constituent groups across the public segments would be negligible. While;

in contrast to the private sector, - this, is generally' true, there are

nonetheless a few differences among constituencies that are of interest.

Thus; in Table 21, while the "is" plots are generally off the bottom of

the table, the "Should Be" plots forlthe undergraduate and commun y samples
1,

are well onto the tables.'-thqse differences are somewhat more pronounced,

.

though still relatively small, in the community colleges. Compaild to

faculty, administrators and trustees, are these slightly, higher "Should Be"

ratings from students and-off-campus people mainly,a reflection of their
,

presumably stronger "religiosity" and failure to appreciate. the separation

of church and state?
10

Or could the relatively. high ratings from tinder-
.

graduates (also) reflect the neofundamentalism, the Jesus Movement, that

seems to be expanding in the youth generation?

The picture fOr the private institutions (Table:22, right side),

of course, is a different story, whir among other things, Points up the

- meaninglessness of aggregating;together the, private colleges in the'state

with their highly diverse missions and traditions. Thus the plots for most

of the npn Church-related colleges, "Is" and "Should,Be," are off the bottom

of the., table. If nothing else, Table 22 on the right depicts one dimension

. (Traditional Religiousness) 'on which there (still) .is real diversitigi or

10
UC-F is situated.in an area populated heavily by older and politically
conserlYative citizens. The community colleges that were rated high
("Is" or "Should Be") by one or another constituet,y are disproportion-
ately located in rural or mountainous regions.
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o

heterogeneity in Ameritan higher education. 11

0,6

The summary data at the lower right ofTable 22, as .weimplied,

-is essentially meihIngless (except as they describe beliefs of People

associated with colleges in an administiratively4convenient category--

lAbeIed "private"). The means'ere bas oh people at church-controlled

colleges; art institutes,,a business (and law) school, the Monterey

N.e^

Institute, and so forth. Likewise'the standard de4iations are high, based,

*the; are on people at colleges_ranging from fundaukntalist Protestant,'

, v

. campuses to the most °Tiondoctrinal" (one guesies1 art schools. L

itt

To gain some'useful information regarding beliefs.about the
.

. --

importance of Traditional Religiousness on traditionally religious campuses,

we-calculated so*
the average GGAX and ID (goal standard deviation) on".

the Traditional Religiousness goal area, "Is" and "Shottld Be," for the

falulty and upper division student samples, separately for the six Catholic-
-.

controlle4 institutions in the study (A,C,D,L,Q,S), and forthe six

.Protestant-affiliated colleges (E,I,K,N,V,X). The results:

Catholic Institutions Protestant Colleges .

(N=6) : (N -6)

"Should Be" "Is" "Should Be" "Is"

Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean "Mean Mean
GAX GASD GAX GASD GAX GASD GA GASD

1
Faculty 2.76 1.17v .85 .97 3.92 .75 3.82 .84

Students
(LIDS)

2.47 1.04 2.64 1.03 3.76 .98 3.78 .99

1
The numbers. of Student in the country would not bespread at all equally
across this campus religi usness dimension, since most of the church-
related colleges are quite small. But in terms of numberS of campuses,
the range is impressive.

.
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%The mean GAX stores do not add much information beyond what can

59

bd gleaned from thflplots: within colleges, faculty ratings, both "Is" and

,`"Should ne" are slightly higher than students'; "Is"-"Should Be" gaps are

small (indicating Satisfaction?); 12
people at these six testant colleges

tend to rate the Traditional Religiousness goal higher thado the

a,respondehts from these six Roman Catholic institutions.

The standard deviations, on the other hand, yield new and rather

interesting inform'ition about these two groups of institutions, particularly

about their faculties. As evidenced by the very low average standard

deviation (.75), there is substantial unanimity among professors at the

Protestant colleges thatNtraditional Religiousness should be a "very impor-
,

tart" (mean of .92) institutional goal. Among the Catholic professOrs

.(and prefumably some numbArof lay colleagues), the situation is one of
-a

internal campus divergence of belief on thisYmatter (average SD=1.17). The
4

rormer are'very-inuch "together" regarding the (high) importance of thi

goal; the latter ar decidedly divided aboACthe same goal.
0

Regarding-another constituent group on (sore of) ese campuseg,

the graduate students, one sees in Table 22 the unusual situat on where all

the "Should Be" plots for the colleges under ,considerationhreloaler than
I

the corresponding respective "Is" plots. By substantial dargins, the

' gradte student samples from the four church-ielated colleges that surveyed
414

graduates (E,I;L,V) each indicated that Traditional Religiousness, as an

instructional goal, Jould be given less em hasis than they currently

perceive it to be given.

12 . .

It is interesting that only for the, otestant faculty is the gap in
the usual airection ( "Should Be" higher).

. ,
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(7) Vocational Preparation. While universities htivq perhaps

always existed\in part to train individuals for occupations, this role

was made explicit for American public higher education by the Land Grant
a.

Act of 1862, and then extended to a bioader populace by the public

two-year movement of the 1950's and 1960's. As operationalized

in the this goal means offering: specific occupational curricula

(as in accounting or nursing), programs geared toemerging career fields,

opportunities for retraining or upgrading skills, and assistance to.

students in career planning. It is important to distinguish between this

goal and the next one to be discussed, Advanced Training, which involves

graduate -level training for various professional carers.

Thk perceived level of importance presently given to Vocational

Preparation is surprisingly uniform across both theUC and CSUC constituen7
6

.dies with a lower "Is" rating coming only from the UC students. With

regard to "Should Be" judgments, the constituent group patterns are ag in

similar for the two segments, although the CSUC plots are somewhat higgiiI3

.. Significantly, it is the faculty in both segments who giVe the lowest

ramkIngs.to Vocational Preparation as 1 goal for the campuses, withthe

"Is"-"ShOuld Be" gap for the UC, professors the smallest in the table.14

I

13
On theUC side,' the substantial t.niqueness of the Santa Cruz campus is seen.
On the CSUC side, one or two institutions are seen by their constituencies
as being relatively non-vocationally oriented, while the two Polytechnics
(P and M) generally, though not invariably, stand at th'.1 to of both the
"Is" and."Should Be" clusters.

14
The relativeW high "Should Be" standard deviat4ons for the individual faculty
respondents (e.g., UC, unweighted, 1.07; weighted, 1.06) indicate that these
professors are not of s gi-,gle mind regarding the importance.of this goal on
their campuses.
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Table 25

Segment:

-Constit-

uencies:

IGI Score

4.5

'4.4

4.3 '

4.Y

4.1

4.0

'3.9

3.8

3.7.

3.6.

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9),

2.8

.2.7

2.6

21.5

2.4,

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
S15(I) IS

Goa' Area: VOGAZIONAL PREPARATION

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

FAC UDS GS ADM RC COM

C

D

B
r

EC

A

H H

F

L

G

F
IA

H

B

A
C

C

F
E

H

%
3 7 8 7

3.11 3.59 3.48 3.58
.27 128 .30 .20

2.61 2.44 2.49' 2.57
.27 .23 .19 .37

4.

rx1

8

3.78

.18

2.64

.29

H

M SB
SD SB
U wtd.
SD SB wtd.

M IS
SD IS
M IS wtd.
SD IS wtd.

4

61

-------------

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV.'6 COLLEGES

FAC UDS GC ADM . TR COM

G

I Li,

A

P

G

I.

M

C

NPFC

J

B

LAJ

0

M
-J

A

G'
N

B

1E-

0
E
N

HA
J"
OA

I.

A
B

16 13 12 13 14
3.57 3.27 3.88 3.75 3.98
.19 11. .17 .23 .16

2.72 .V.64 2.72 2.76 2.75
.22 :16 .19 .28 .25

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
551 478 335 121 7 9 1394 3146 667
3.15 3.64 3.52 3.56 3.54 3,391 3.55 3.98 3.91
1.07 1.01 1.05 .99 .Q0 .99

6
1.01 .92 p3

3.21 3.71 3.61 3.60 1.00 3.881.06 .98 .99 1.00 .92 .96-

2.66 2.47 2.53 2.59 3.06 2.66 2.71 2.65 2.71
.88 .93 .87 .89 1.00 .90 .85 .91 .87

2.76 "2.51 2.60 2.76 2.69 2.73
.85 .91 .84 .81 .91 .86

251 8 647

3'.,75 3.90 3.98
.93 .66 '489

4

2.77 :..89 2.75
.85/ .72 .92



62

Table 26

Segment:

Constitr
uenciet

ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.6

2.9

2.8 42

2.7

2/6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
H(I) IS
SD(I) IS

Goal.Area: VOCATIONAL PREPARATION

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

63

4.23

.14

3.36
.25

N 1938

M SB 4.25

SD SB .77

M SB wtd. 4.23
SD SB wtd. .77

HIS 3.4l
SD IS .91

M IS wtd. 3.41,
SD IS wtd.

4 PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
25
39'.

DS ES ADM TR COM FAC UDS GS ADM TR

41
4

7
8

45

6
9

45

6
14

45

68
23

56
,13

3

25 53
27

1
56

33
4

45

27

331

41

61

15

52

17
13

30

52

30

22
61

15

69

45

16

6i4

9

8

16

II

62 42 25 10 51
4.16 4.23 4.53 4.45 4.22
.11 .13 .19 .22 .14

2.97, 2N 3.63 3.85 3.16
.17 .24 .36 .33 .28

E

R

.12 22 8
2.96 3.42 3.3
.45 .47 .5

\ 2434 2.34 2.5
.34 .32 .44

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

Ev

H
S

U

U

51

C 5J
D
QI

N

E
X

11121

A

COM

L

S
c F

N

P

I

LE
F
N

I

PM

9 17 9

3.17 2.95 3.57
.57 .39 .30

2.45 2.50 ,2.67
.44 .3 __...:LL

5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85 188 3434.17 4.,5 4.51 4.44 4.23 2.98 3.49 3.42 3.24 3.04 3.58.84 .82 .61 .60 .81 1.12 1.18 1.26 11.09 1.1.E 1.124.14 4.22 2.97 3.48 3.56
.91' .86 1.11 1.13 1.24

2.97 3.01 3.62 3.75 3.13 2.37 2.40 2.g0 2.54 2.55 2.70.98 1.01 .89 .78 .98 .96 1.05 1.14 .95 .96 1.002.98 3.02 2.37 2.40 2.70
1.01' 1.01

.92 .99 1.07
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//

A broad look at Table 26 makes Alear that Vocati'onal Preparation

O

is yet another dimension on which there' is genuine diversity within the '

total higher education system in the state. In almost any populated area,

one can, at the local community,cOilege, at little cost, choose from a

host of occupational training programs. Or, paying a substantial .1.1itior.1,,

h may choose from among the mumerous:private colleges 'ch traditionally

t
have sought to de-emphasize /vocationalisil (the lower plots on the right). .

Occupational or,4'career" training has,_ of course, been one of

the touchstones of the modern public comprphens .e--M)-year college. It is

a warmly and universally su - missionz5
with the strongest, support

seemingly coming from administrators and trustee's. .

1 The daCa from the'private institutions are difficult to summarize.

Generally, Vocational Preparation is ranked lower in these institutions than

in any of the public segments. Generally, faculties value this goal less

than the other constituencies, as was the casein the public sector. On the

other hand, pressures for giving the goal higher priority would come chiefly

from the students; for every campus plotted, the UDS and GS "Should Be"

plots are higher than the corresponding "Is" plots, usually by a sizeable

margin. Along with the faculties; the trustees are disinclined to accord

occupational training much greater emphasis on their campuses'(and it is

hardto avoid speculating about the future consequences for the collep of

such a policy):

15
While L. ire is a fair amount of vrriability in the "Is" plots for the

several constituencies, the'"Should Be" plots cluster quite tightly
(compare the institutional "Is" arld "Should Be" standard deviations).
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Tables, 27 and 28,contain few surprises. 'Faculty and students
,

.
;

.

teaching and studying in professional and career fields (PC), asccompared

to their peers in the liberal arts, generally perceive their institutl'onS

as presently attaching greater importance, to career training, and, perhaps

naturally, by larger Margins, they more strongly believe their institutions

"Should Be" doing more in this regafd. There ar. slight trends for older

faculty (04Orto have a higher estimate of.this goal", and for academic

administrators (AA), in contrast to the other administrator c tegories, to

rate it relatively lOw, as would be consistent with their-'campus roles.

Finally, we note that among the private college trustees, it is the younger

(U40)/ones who see the greatest potential value of occupational vrognms

for their institutions.
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Advanced Training and-Research

i1 r

(8) Advanced Training. Thi-S goal, as defined in the ICI, can he
.

.most readily understood simply as the availability of post-graduate education.

The items comprising the goal area have to do with developing and maintaining
a

a, strong and comprehensive graduate school,,providing programs in the "tradi-

tional professions" (law, medicine, etc.), offering programs in the "newer"

professions (engineering, social work, etc.), and conducting advanced study in

specialized problem areas - -ad through a multi-disciplinary"institute or center.

It is no news to even casual observers of California public higher'

education that the conduct of graduate schooling and the awarding of th'e Ph.D.

has been an important point of contention between.theUniverSity and CSUC

sy8temL While the Master Plan in 1960 assigned different roles to the two

systems, this differentiation, under increasing pressure from the.State

Colleges, has steadily eruded--culminating (symbolically) in the past year in

the designation the majority of the State Colleges as State Universities. '

This said, what.are the views of the people involved about the

importance of Advanced Training on their. campuses? Among the UC-campuses,

this is,a goal dimension on which there is substantidl present diversity'

.(especially in the eyes of the respective faculties), with the large and

older campuses ranking high, the smaller acid newer ones lower, and Santa

Cruz ranking lowest. The "Should °Be" situation is different; all the plots

have crepe up and, excepting Santa ruz, cluster tightly in the shadow L_

campus-C, at which beliefs.abdut the present and the ideal are practically

the same. In short, while the eight UC campuses are presently seen to be

fairly diverse in the extent to which each offgrs advanced work, with one

exception they.all aspire to roughly the same high priority for Advanced

Training.

I
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1

Table 29 Goal Area ADVANCED TRAINING
, .

Segment:

Constit-

ueneies:

IG1 Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3./

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

7.4

,2,____ .3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
SD(I)'Ig\.

UNIVERSITY

FAC

'.-

,...._...

.

:.

UDS

c

G

H

D

B

,

7

3.84
.19

3.31

.42

OF

CA
F

.

B

.

CALIFORNIA

.

E
C

G

H

B

.

8

3.87

.29'

3.36
.43

GS

E
H

D

B

.

7

4.10

3.72

ADM

.32

.59

.

RG

.

COM

D

8

3.86
.22

3.39

.38
.

G

AC '

A

.

B

/

CALIFORNIA

FAC

P

En

Dli'
F

16

3.34
.31

2.57

.24

0

C.;

J G
lio
E-

g

FK

C
A

B

1

_

.

UDS

737

D
E
I

p0
,H
,, A

N

C B

L_.

13

3.83
.10

2.84

.25

STATE

GS

.

E
r
N

B

P

N
3
i

C

G A

B

12

3.84

.20

7.91

.19

UNIV.

G
E
0

Ij

N

A
B---

.

13

3,21

2.70

A

ADM

-.:...
M

J

I

E

C

L

.36

.25

COLLEGES

4.

M
O0
G
E

B
N.

K

A

TR

...

OOM

C
0
P
H
N

E

KM

B

L

14

3.52
.36

2434
.26

P

K
b

N

B

L

..

C/C

A
r

A F
E D
H
G

F

G

'

H

D

B

B

8

3.88

.42

3.50

.59

I

.

.

.

>

. Individual lirspondent as the

N 551 478 335 121,, 7 249

M SB 3.96 3.86 3.90 4.11 4.48 3.89

SD SB .91 .83 .89 :85 . .70 .90

,M SB wtd. -4.07 3.91 3.99

SD SB wtd. .84 .81 .83

M IS 3.62 3.38 3.44 3.77 4.29 3.38

SD IS 1.01 .97 .99 l'.03 .92 .98

M IS wtd. 3.82 3.47 3.69

SD IS wtd. 92 .95 .92

Unit of Analysis

1394 1146 667 251 8 647
3.32 3.84 3.89 3.24 2,08 3.54

-1.13 .92 .89 1.03 1.03 1.06
3.44 3.85 3.87

1.09 .90 .92

2.57 2.84 2 88 2.71 2.66 2.86
.94 / .94 .91 .86 .98 .98

2. 2.94 '.91
.94 .92 .91

I

I

; .01

...mwslososwimshemsssrosrograssshi.
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Table 30 Goal Area: ADVANCED TRAINING

Segment:

Constft-

uencies:

IGI Score

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FAC DS ES

,

ADM TR CON

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1.

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N 63 62
M(I) SB 1.71 3.28
SD(I) SB

ligM(I) IS
SD(I) IS .15 .22

N is, 3938
M SB 1.73
SD SB 1.12
M'SB wtd. 1.73
SD SB wtd. 1.13

M IS 1.57

SD IS
M IS wtd. 1.57

SD IS wtd. .92

5353
3.33

1.30

3.28
1.34

2.49

1.09

'2.48

1.12

42 25 10 51

3.35 1.63 2.04 2.84

2:i3
.24

1.53
.52 .49

2:1;
.26 .2

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

14%
FAC, UDS GS ADM. , TR CON
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E E E-
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1 F
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N
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H
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xD.QI T p: TI
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It
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C

I

P
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Sfi N RN
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1.10 if, VC CJ ;

SJP S
J

H

1

p

.Al

H

JH A , v g. P
M4..---/

SV
b U §Yo
U H luA

UN
C K -m

Mt I

r-,
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22 22 8 9 17 9

2.50' 3.18 3.32 2.50 2.47 3.10
.55 .46 .53

2..ti 2:g3
.75 .59 .51

LA;

Individual Respondent as. the'Unit of Analysis

2679 310 135 2720 785 1086
3.37 1.66 1.79 2.86 2.51 3.21
1.31 1.04 1.23 1.44 1.32 1.30
3.32 2.55 3.21
1.33 0 1.31 1.27

2.51 1.56 1.65 2.32 '2.14 2.45
1.11 Al 1.00 1.16 1.13 1.19
2.49 2.21 2.55
.12

232 - 85 188 342
3.24 2.56 2.59 3.11
1.38 1.28 1.34 '1:24
3:54
1.26

2.65 2.26 2.35 2.66
1.23 1.13 1.18 1.11
2.90
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WO

t.
The patterns for the-CSUC campuses are hardtst toosummari:v:" The

In

,
existing situation is 8he of substantial homogenelt L,..ept for three

, (
colleges--C, B, and quite new. With the ex ,r of the undergraduate

sample, all of which(ar4 of about the same mind (1-44)('' of' Only .10), the

"Should Be plots are fairly diveise, indicating a preference on some campuses

for many graduate programs, and on others, for few such programs ...(qur in

contrast to the UC'system, except for Santa Cruz).

In that Advanced Training (read graduate education) and Research

(as it' will be defihed) are not-Ifpplicable to,twyear community colleges,

the left side of Tables 30, 32, 34, and 36 are nOt"f'illed in.

'
Moving on, one can see that the private four-year in titutions in

the state are fairly diverse as regards the priority given Advanced Training,

with campus ,"Is'" plots tanging.fro roughly, 3.0 ("of.megum importance")

down-to 1.4 fbr the faculty and trustees at college M.
16-,

At'only a handful'

of these institutions--four or five out'Of 23--do the faculty, administrators,

end trustees appear to desire a'higher priority for this goal.

Faculty an students/ in professconal fields rate this goal higher

than do people in the arts and sciences. 17
'By smaller margins, older'faculty

members and administrators want graduate education on their campusep expanded

to a greater degree than do their younger colleagues. Minority community

people associated with the CSUC campuses feel strongly' indeed about the need
4-

for expanding post-graduate programs.
18

16
Cal. Tech., Stanford, and USC, among others, are not included in Ahe study.

17 Two of the goal statements dealt explicitly- with (graduate-level)
proiessional curricula.

18 The UC minority student and community groups were too few in number to
warrant tabulating and plotting.;

do"'
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4,

71,

(9) Research. According to most historians of the patter, the

research function in the 4merican university was a late 19th century import

I

of the German concept of%thdruniversity as a center for specialized scientific

research and scholarship. Attempting to embrace both "applied" or "probleni

. centered" research as well as "basic" or "pure" research, the Research goal

0

in the IGIinvolves doing contract studie's for external agencies, conducting

basic research in the natural and social sciences, and seeking generally , to

extend the froniiers of knowledge through-sa,ientific research.

At the UC campusesfthere seems to be general acceptance of the

,high ,riority presently given to Research (except at Santa Cruz).
19

Gaps

41
I I

between "Is" and "Should Be" plots are7extrethely small. Students and

community people typically rate the goal almost as high as faculty and

administrators.

In the CSUC system,' while "Should Be" ratings are almost in(ariably 20

somewhat higher ,khan "Is" scorers, the discrepancies in general are not notably

large. 'People on these campuses, then, typically would prefer some expansion

in research activities, but by no means to tbe level seen at any of the general

UC campuses. SpeCifis4inst,itutions, fpr example, campuses G, D, 0, and I,
/

show larger gaps--havr stronger aspirations- -than others. These are large,
,

comprehensive initution!.$; in research resources and productivity (especially

in certain fields), they probab surpass several of the UC campuses.

The felatively large standard deviations for the CgUC groups of

indiyiduals (e.g, 1.04 for the combined faculty) indicates considerable

19 Basic research was .a role.assigned.exclusively,Eo the UC campuses by
The.Master Plan.

20 The system's trustees are the notable exception.



Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. & COLLEGES

Constit-
uencies; FAC UDS GS ADM AG COM FAC UDS .GS ADM TR COM
ICI Score

4.5

4.4 -ET-
IC,

4.3 C
A

4.2 G FA

4.1
CA ,p G

A F
4,b

E F E
"-^3.9 E F F
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r
H
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A C EH3.7
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3.6 H c
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3.5 D -- 0 HDG B

I

I
NO 1

3.4
F CD C

JHJ3.3
B B

P 0D

E L H3.2

BB
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41C
B

3.1 -
C

3.0
M
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2.9
A"

N2.8
E P
B

2.7
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I
H K2.6

G io 0 A GA

KL_ *IC
2.5

M
FN

2.4

. L.,
7.3

B M
2.2 B BM B

7.1 .

A .=k1- L
.

.
2.0

462
4 4

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N 8 7 8 7 . 8
M(/) SB 3.88 3.60 3.68 4.01 1 3.68
SD(I) SB,., .27 .22 .23 .27 .12
M(I) IS 3.82 3.61 . 3.67 4.01 3.49
SD(I) IS .32 .25 -'.25 .33 .21

0

16 13 12 13
3.18 3.44 3.40 3.01
42 .16 .19 .2&

2.43 2.7 '2.57 .49
.17 .19 .13 ,30

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
N 551 478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8 647'M SB 3.93 3.59 .470 4.02 4.13 3.66 1.18 3.47 3.48 3.04 2.09 , 3.11SD SB .84 .86 ,92 .79 .61 .90 1.04 .97 1.01 .99 1.06 '1.11M SB wtd. 3.99

3.:12.

3.76

1.04 .95 1.03

3.24 3.50 3.46
SD SB wtd. 79

14

3.10
.37

2.64

3.63 3.71 4.04 3.85 e46 2.43 2.66 2.61 - 2.50 2.10 2.65.88 .89 .86 1,1a .95 .84 .88 .8i .84 1.03 .92-3.67 3.85 2.46 2.73 2:63
.87 .88

.85 .87 .88
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Table 34 . Goal Area: RESEARCH

Segment: COMMUNITY COLLEGi5 k PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

Constit-
uencles: PAC DS ES ADM TR CON PAC UDS GS ADM TR COM

ICI Score

4.5

4z4e

4.3 0 4
4.2

4.1

4.0.

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

45k

4

J

2.9

2.8 --

2:7 CD
E

2.6

Au2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

AA;1.9 ,

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N 63 62 42 25 10 51
H(I) SB 1.84 3.17 3.18 1.61 2.23 2.76
SD(I) SB -.18 .19 .24 .24 .44 .39
H(T) IS 1.57 2:44 2.47 1.46 1.95 2.31
SD(I) IS . ?.5 ' .16 .12 .24 .41 .26

H 3938
H SB 1.86 .

SD SE 1.13

H SB wtd. 1.83
SD SB wtd.1;13

H IS 1.59

SD IS .89

H IS wtd. 1.57
SD IS wtd. .88

a

2.61
.43

2.03
.39

V

B

I

Lv

B

I

R

22 8

2.94 2.74
.36 .49

2.29 2.17
.32 .43

X

F.

V

N

is

U

VS
I

A

V

AN

H ii 6114.-

2 75 2.52
63 .48

2 41 2.21
53 _47

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

S

GF

N S
E
F

L

S

I

fI

2.85

.50

2.42

5353 2679 = 35. 2720 785 1086 232 85 188 343
3.20 1.18 1.01 1. 2.77 2.73,.-2.99 2.94 2.68 2.58 2.88
1.13. 4.17 .99 1.16 1.29 1.09 1.14 1.22 1.12 1.16 1.14
3.16 3.15 2.81 3.04 2.94
1.17 1.19 1.07 1.09 1.21

if2.46 2.48 1.50 1,72 2.30 2.16 2.34 2.44 2.35 2.26 -2-44
.99 1.03 .89 -.97 1.06 .95 1.04 1.09 1-.00 1..00 1.00

2:44 2.46 .2.27 2.46 2.33
1.03 1.03 .94 1.01 .97

./
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75

disagreement about the role of research on these campuses. The typically

,larger weighted means a ''SD's indicate that sentiment favoring increased

research is more widespread on e larger campuses, as noted above.

Somewhat surprising (to us, at least), there, were really no

differen,:es of any consequence among the various subgroups of individuals
4

analyzed (Tables 35 and 36).

Among the private colleges, the ratings for Research as an

institutional goal all fall at or-below "1 medium importance" for both

"Is" and "Should Be." The faculties on sev\eral of these campuses (e.g..,

E however,.-do seem CO have substantial research aspirations (which,

for this observer, are unlikely'toobe in-the weral interest of the

respective institutions
.

or the students they serve).
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Public Service

0

. (10) l'..!vting Local Needs. While in times past some institutions,

of higher lek....ning undoubtedly functioned in some ways to meet a range of

educational needs of local fndividuals and corporate bodies, the notion of

Meeting Local Needs (in the IG1) is drawn primarily from the philosophy of

the post-war American community. college movement. i is not to say,

as will be seen, that this is a goal that four-year institutions cannot

share. In the IGI, Meeting Local Nees is defined as providing, tor .

,continuing education for adults, serving as a culinlral center fob` the

community, providing trained manpower for local employers, and facilitating
a

student involv ent i community-service aqivities.
\

Looking at the "Is" plots and the "Is" summary data at the bottom

of Table 37, one is impressed by bow remarkably alike all the Campuses in

both the UC and CSUC segments are on this dimension.% Regardless

/

of

/constitdent group, "Is" GAY scores almost all fall between 2.6 and 2.9.

No UC or CSUC campus is seen as presently according this goal any more than

"medium" importance. 21
. .

1/.With the "C faculties somewhat of an exceptfon, "Should Be" plots

are uniformly (across segments and consZituencies) appreciably higher, and,

if anything, they are even more homogeneous than they "Is" plotS. On no

four-year campus is there unusual Aspiration toward doing more in the way

of Meeting Local Needs. Interestingly, the CSUC Trustees, of all that

segment's constituencies, are seemingly the least concerned about a higher

421
The sample of administrators at UC-G deviate, in their perceptions from
the other campus G constituen4es, and the sample of regents underStand
the situation quite differently Indeed.

4
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Table 37 Goal Mem. MEETING LOCAL NEEDS

Segment: UNIVERS1 OF CALIFORNIA
I CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES

-Constit-

uencies. FAC UDS GS ADM RG COM FAC UDS GS ADM TR COM
ICI Score
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8 7 81L° 7 8 16 ,I3 12 13 14M(1) SB 3.17 3.43 3:%1 3.55 3.53 3.50 3.61 '3.58 3.62 3.59

D(1) SB .12 .13 .09 .17 .14 .11 .10 .10 .18 .21
liZ1) IS 2.70 2.63 2.63 2.87 2.76 2.67 2.66 2.73 2.82 2.78SD(I) IS .19 .14 .22 .30 .14 '4.12 .12 .11 .14 .17

__ ___,.....K_____

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
351 478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 2513.17 3.46 3.42 3.53 3.40 3.53 3.49 3.62 3.61 3.62 3

647M SB
24 3.60

SD SB .98 .94 .9J .89 .68 .98 .98 .99 1.02 .89 .92 1.1g1
M SB wtd. 3'18 3.50 3.46 3.49 3.62 3.55
SD SB wtd. '97 .92 .96 1.00 .97 1.04

M IS 2,73 2.69 2.68 2.90 3.42 2.76 2.67 2.66 2.72 2.85 2.61 2.78
IS .87 .89 .93 .91 .82 )90 .88 .90 .89 .84 .57 .92

M I wtd. 2.80 2.69, 2.76 2.63 2.69 2.72
SD IS wtd. .85 .89 .94 .89 .91 .89
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Table 38

Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

:3.6

3.5
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priority for this goal.

As can be read on the left side of Table 38, Meeting loLal Needs

typically is an important goal at the state's community colleges,

particularly in the eyes of campus administrators and board;; of trustees.

And 14 and large these institutions would like.to be able to give even

greater priority to this goa: ,mean "SB's" range close to 4.01.

The private institutions, as perhaps expected, are relatively

diverse on this dimension, as they are. on mast of the goals. "Is" SD(I)'s

center in the .30's (compared to.generally much loWer figures for the

other three segments). Their "Is" score's> tend to be'lower generally

than those of any of the three public segments, with the several very low

plots--campuses H and R, art schools; K and V, Catholic colleges; J, H, P, U,

independent liberal arts colleges--dehoting rather extreme noninvolvement

in the life of thelocal community.

It is significant, however, that people on every one of

want change toward greater relatedness to their local cominuniti

se campifses

---22- -
s- Except

for their trustees,: who tend to be morn satisfied 0.,th the status 321,

"Is"-"Should Be" discrepancies are as large or larger for the(private college

constituent groups as are the gaps in any of the public segment

in short, noticeable support for withdrawing'from ivory towers.

. There is,

With regard o the subgroups of individuals (Tables 39 and 40), by

1-
small margins, faculty and 4aduatv students in professional-and career

fields (PC) attach greaterzimportanc..? to Meeting Local Needs, s do minority

students at the State and Community Colleges. Tederal and younger adminis-
.

trato_s Lend to value ,this goal.. Among community people, particularly high

0..."."'" ,

Roman Catholic institutionst; I, and N'appe r in the'vanku,ard.

a
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scores come from minority people associated with the State and Community

Colleges, from the less affluent, and from homemakers (though the differ-

.

ences among the :our occupational groups tend to be small). Within the

sample of private- college trusCees, it was, the cate,gory U40--tnider 40 years

in age--that recorded the highest "Should Be" score on Meeting Local 'Needs
r

as aninstitutional goal.

(11) Public,Sdrvice. -While the previous goal focused on the local

Community, this one is conceived more broadly--as the bringing to bear of the

expertise of, the university on a range of puo.ic problems of regional, (state,

or national scope. As it is defined in the IGI, Public Service me' hs working

with governmental agencies in social and environmental policy formation, 'cord-

mitting institutional resources to the solution of major social and environ-

mental problems, training people from disadvantaged communities, and generally

being responsive to regional and national priorities.in planning e ucational

programs.

Ngne of the UC ampuses (Table 41) regards itself as giving

especially high priority to Public Service (as defined in the IGI). "Should' -

Be" beliefs are consistently higher (arLd more homogeneous), with the faculties
,

t inclined toward expende. public service activities. The community

samples are also somewhat 1,ess enthusiastic than, say,/ the administrators and

students, and the Sample o2 regents'seem,satisfied to
I

leave the ptiority for

Public Service exactly as they presently see it.

Similatity among campuses is again the most striking aspect of the

arrays of CSUC plots. SD(I)'s for both "Is" and "Should Be" are very small,

AcC e
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Table 41

Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

'3.8

3:/

3.6

3.5.

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

? 9

2.8

2.7

?.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

I-f7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS

.... 5(1) is

Goal Area: PUBLIC SERVICE

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
I CALIFORNIA SIATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES

FAC UDS GS ADM RG COM ,.FAC o* UDS GS ADM TR CON

A

F
E
H
D
C
B

B

H
cB.

0

4

C

DF

S

1-11

A

C
A

F

C

E

t---

4.

1..n X
. 1-J
A
C

FE

H

B

A

H

B-
G

0

C

E

Nu

AR

GM

C

A

oc

H3

Y.

tip

BE

8 7 8.. 7 8 16 13 12 13 143.32 3.73 3.64 3.64 3.49 3.47 3.71 3,54 3.55 3.45..12 ell .18 .17 .11 .11 .12 .10 .322.77 2.65 2.64 2.93 2.79 2.54 2.49 2.52 2.65 2.67.I8 .15 .09 .20 .15 .11 .09 .08 .15 .19

N 551
M SB 3.32.
SD SB 1.03 '
H SB wtd. 3.33
SD SB wtd4.03

M I8 2.79
SD IS r.g3

H IS wtd: 2,83

SD IS wtd. .83

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis.

478 335 121 7 249
3.70 3.67 3.62 3.13 3.46
.96 1.00 .87 .99 1.07

3.74 3.71
".94 .97,,

1394 1146 667 251 8 647
3.48 3.72 3.58 3.56 2.67 3.48
1.04 1.02 1.04 .91 .89 1.07
3:48 3.71 3.52
1.05 1.01 1.05

2.62 2.65 2.94 3.18 2.73 2.55 2.48 2.50 2.66 2.70 .2.69.89 .8t .88 .95 .30 .83 .88 ...% .82 .63 .952
2.63 2.66 2.52 2.50
.89 .90



Table- 42 Goal "Area: PUBLIC SERVICE

Segment: COMMUNITY COLLEGES PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS
Constit-
uencies: FAC DS ES ADM TR COM FAC UDS GS ADM TR COM
IG" Score

4.5

-4.3

4.2 .

ii4.0
25
i 5644

1.9 29 38 :VII ,.

66

3.8 ra,

3.7

le:

- 1

28
ii}' I

LE '1:1

66 1

..,

3.5 Fp v,

, 7
1-:1

3.6
F

1 M D
1,.1 X Mj_

1 N

4

3.2
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3.3
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56 17 45

51,

--.4

491/2
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2.7 - 41 171
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17 FL
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T HIFh

24
., 1191

DX
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---,
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IS' f-9

, 2.5 .

54
1

150

NI
SI

r
1

2.3 42 9 t v S
E ti

..___/ t.:!L

mil
b° ,1113

J - VK;. 50 8 4
f T7 e

P 'il<7

I

2.1 C4 QH
B T

R 1

2.0
P

1.9 T,.
A

1.8
Ah

A i

1.7
R ti

t 1.6

1.5
El

, ,
P

.,
-N 63 62 42 25 10 51 22 22 9 17 9M(I) SB '3.38' 3.63 3.59 3.51' 3.21 3.37 3.01 3.15 .3.06 3.14 2.82 3.17.SD(I) SB .15 .17 .18 .23 .39 .25 .32 .41 .44 .39 .43 .35M(I) IS 2.644 2.50 2.58 2.84 2.94 2,.68 2.23 2.28 2.23 2.45 2.51 2.56SD(I) IS .'18 .14' .18 .30 .37 .19 .29 .29 .38 .33 .38 .,30.

.

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
iN 3938

N SB 3.39
SD SB 1.07
N SB wtd-:3.39
SD SB wtd.1.07

5353

3.65
1.06
3.61

1.1'2

2679 310 135 2720
3.59 3.50 ''3.20 3.39
1.11 1.0% 1.02 1.13
3.58

1.14

M IS 2.67 2.51 2.58 2.84 2.84 2.64
SD IS .96 .95 L.00 .95 .96 .97
M lc wtd. 2.67 2.49 2.59
SD IS vtd. .96 :97 1.02

785 (086 232 85 188.' 342
3.02 3.22 3.29 3.11 2.88 3.20
1,09 1.16 1.21 1.69 1.10 1.16
3.06 3.25 3.27
1.07 1.13 1.27

2.28 2. 2.53 2.46 2.55 2160
.91 .94 1.10 .93 .98 1.01

2.32, 2.35 2.35
.90 .95 101
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...

centering around (only) .11, "Is"-"Should Be" gaps are quite large, even

for the faculties, whose public servi.le aspirations for their institutions
e

are stronger even than the UC faculiQies. The system's, Board of Trustees,

however, would 'prefer no change in.the importance accorded to Public Service

as an instituttonal goal.

While Public Service, as it is here conceived, is probably not a

realistic pal for two-year colleges, the level of aspiration and accomplish-

ment, at many of the spate's community'colieges, including support from their

off-campus co /stituency, is impressive. Pis" scores as well as "Should Be"

beliefs, on the left in Table 42,,are almost on npar with the two other

' public segments. Indeed, in a number of areas (e.g., health services, law

enforcemenp, it is well-known that the two-year-colleges have been highly

responsive to national manpower needs (Peterson, 1972b).

1

_Among the constituent subgroups ,(Tables 43 and 44), there are

small to moderate differences in "Should Be" opinions about Public Service,

in favor of professional a -areer (PC) faculty and graduate students,

minority (BL,C11) and women (WO) undergraduates, and student personnel (SD)

and younger administrators(U46Y. Among the off-campus community samples,

minority respondents favor expanded public service activ_ies,23 an there

are consistenViritome progressions for the UC, CSUC, and CC segments, with

the lowest income category (U6, which would contain disproportionately
as*

a,
large numbers of minority people) giving the highest rating to this goal.

. 23 ti

One of the four goal st4tements dealt specifically with trL:.ning for
minority students.

er.;
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Higher Education and Social Change

(12) Social Egalitarianism. As. here conceived, this goal is also

of very recent vintage, owing is existence chiefly to the social movements

of the 1960's--the civil rights, womens', and radical student movements, and

the general resurgende of populism in America. As a college or university

goal, it may be regarded as a reaction against the elitism7-the concern "to
,

educate youths mainly from upper social and, income classes--that has

chara.:terized much of American higher education throughout most of its

history.

In the ic,/, Social'Egalitatqanism has. to do with open admissions

and meaningful education for all admitted, providing educational experiences

relevant to the evolving interests of (1) minority groups Nand (2)'women, and
0

offering remedial work in basic skills.

Looking across the "Is" pi tp for the three public,segments (Tables
,

45 and 46) one sees the expected progression--as codified in the differential

1 . .admissions standard set by the Magfer"Blan--from UC at'the bottom with plots,

ranging:around 2.4, followed very closely by the CSUC system (scores around

2.5), with the community'colle-ms highest (around 3.0). The UC and.CSUC,

Campuses are respectively qUite homogeneous (SD(I)'s about .10), reflecting

in part, but by no means entirely, the rigid admissions policies. In the

coMmun,14-callee at which the. matter of selective admissions does not

apply, the,wider range of campus plots implies differing campus poliCies

regarding reme l'work and, probably to a lesser extent, special programs

for minority and women students.

While in t .te sector there,is substantial diversity, the

tentieney is for the plots to be relatively low, reflecting the traditions
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Table 45 Goal Area: 80CAL-EGALITARIANISM
...-

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Constit-
uencies: FAC UD5 GS ADM RG COM I FAC UDS GS ADM

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3:/

1.6

3.5

3,4

3.3

3.2

87

CALIFORNIA .:TATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES

C

B

ilD

A

G

B

3.1

3.0

2.9 1#

2.8

2.7

7.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1
A,

2.0

E

F

H

D
A

C G

G

H

Gp

HE
B

F

AE
HB

C

A

C
E

E

C
HG

F'
.'

1 J

1-L

c A

Eli

DH
J

1.7

1.6

A

GO
LD

HI

N
B

OF

JI

2
A

OB
EN

Gel IN

AN
GD
AJ

L

N

K

ED
0
G

TR CON

NJ
A

A

0

F

JC

H

Kp

EN

---
1.5

N 8 7 8 7 8 16 13 12 13 14
M(I) Sb 2.57 3.18 .02 2.85 3.03 2.99 3.42 3%16 3.06 3.09'
SD(I) SB .09 .16 09 .27 .13 .15 , .15 .14 .15 .-8
M(T) IS 2.35 2.40 2.36 2.35 2.51 2.47 2.54 2.56 2.49 2.59
SD(I) IS .10' .10 .10 .19 .14 .10 .10 .11 .18 .21

- -

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
N 551 478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 25; 8 . 647
M SB 2.56 3.18 3.03 2.82. 2.29 3.02 . 99 3.41 3.1% 3.C5 2.41 3.13
SD SB 1.09 1.10 1.21 - 1.05 .79 1.23. 1.18 1.16 1.20 1.09 1.04 1.22
li SB wtd. 2.54 3.24 3.05 2.97 3.40 3e

diSD SB wtd. 1.11 1.10 1.21 1.19 1.,1444,

li IS 2.35 2.38 2.37 2 34 2.37 2.50 2.48 2.53( 2'.53 2.50 2
)
36 2.61

SD IS' .82 .88 .8'4' .82 1.C9 .94 .87 .92 .91 .84 .69 .95
M IS wtd. 2.32 2.37 2.31 2.47 2.54 2.55
SD IS wtd. .84 .87 .87 .87 .93 .91

/
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Table '46

Segment:

/

061FArea: SOCIAL EGALITARIANISM

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Constit-
uencies: PAC

161 Cote':

4.5

4.4

4.2

4;1
.3

4.0 21

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5
53

3.0

' 2.9

2.8 SO

2.7

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

2.6
45

7.5
1412.j

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

H(I) SB
SD(I) SB
H(I) IS
SD(1) IS

69

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

bS ES ADM . TR COH PAC UDS GS ADM TR COM

13
29

1.9

/

54

44'

25

'66

1

291
39i

I 49
4

lb

24
55

SS

65

51
17

?i

22
51

45

27

41

47

27

15

52
43

43

it

52
4

2

30

27
3

1.54

5

1 j

'61

41

63 62 42 - 25 10 51
3.78 3.69 3.63 4.03- 3.56 3.49
.16 .16 .21 ,22 .37 .23

3.20 2.80 2.7/ 3.40 ,3.43 2.87
.22 .16 .15 .24 .32 .19

s

Sl1f

C
I

GIP

V

IL

. 1

i tL
IV I 1

i i

I

-1,1S.
BM

i
Dici

I CHI

1 i

ILI t°1
I is I

tp14..mloxl 11

N,1K

ii 1

rFDICsljI/ !,1 1

1,7 -c
i,- 1E41

''' rrmG 1E'

1 1

ilo,
lovir 'Illisi 1 172.!

" , i 1 QUiV ,it

B R' I i + I Ui101

22 22 8 9
2.87 3.10 2.98 2.85

33 .37 .33
2.29 2.41 2.32 2.26
. 26 .30 .40 . .2'

H 3938

SB 3.77

SD se. .99

vtd. 3.78'

SB vtd. -99

H IS 3.23

_SD IS .93

H IS vtd. 3.25
SD IS wed. .93

LI

NI

E
H

Rig . -
17 9 .1
2.60 '12.93

.42 .37
2.46 i.52
.37 _

Individual Respondent -as the Unit of Analysis.
5353 2679 310 135 27/0 785 % 1086 232 P!,.... 188 3423.70 3.64 3.98 3.63 3.51 2.84 3.14 3.15 2.82 2.67 2.9A1.03 1.11 .82 .97 1,12 1.15 1.21 1.25 1.06 1.19 1.193.68 3.66 I-. 2.79 3.08 3.131.08 1.10

1.13 1.18 1.30

'.2,78 3.39 3.31 2.85
.98, 1.02 .09 .91, 1.00

2.80 2.80
1.01. 1.02

2.29 2.45 2.59 2.27 2.48 2.55
.98 1.08 1.17. .90 1.02 1.01

2.:6 2.40 2.37
.94 1.01 1.08

c.
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of selective admissions and education of Zonli) Certain "-kinds" of'studenis

f

$

that most of these colleges have followed.

t. .

"Should'Be" scores are not Much higher Ahan "is" scores in the. UC

4
and CSUC segmenti, particularly in the instanceiof the ZC facylty,"but also

, the CSUC faculty and,.the agmioistratort in both systems. Stringer, thodgh
f >

. not inordinately.strong, beliefs about meeting the new educational needs
.

implied
P

1in-the'Egalitarianism goal cre ftom tht studenCo. and

Peo ple. And it is clear that this is not a high priority goal for the.gOverning

' 4... e

I

3

boards of either system.

"Is"-"Should Be" gaps are relatively large for the:coimunity colleges

indicet4ng wide commitment to the open and progressiv
,

e spirit that has coie

to be as- sociated with the public two-year college."movement."
%

0 i
, #

1,Vhi.le'the "Should Be" plots for the private institutions"center at

a relAa.vely low Feint- -about that of
the-CSUDcampuses--they vary ceSESiderably.

,
At some campuses there is fairly strong support for Ting in these new A

directions. At Others, especially' within their boards of trustees, belief's
't

at more conservative.'

In the analysis Of, thsubgroups, the expected differences'by racial
%,

$

group in the student and community'dbups are quite large. Differences
,_

accurding to Level of A
,. -,

* .

'also obtained in these L' constituencies,
..

4

with loWer income associated with higher ratings` for the Egalitarianism

goal. Younger administrators and student personnel administrators tended-to

rate the goal relatively high arso.

t-r t

,

$
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c
(131 ocial Criticism/Ac ivdsm, thils isa higher education goal

conception that has been put forth onlyintre-past five years or so
0

(eg,
Keniston, 1968).. Owing itis origin almost entirely to the studentcprotest-

movement of the l960's, the central idea of the goal is that the university A

should be an advocate or Instrument for social change. Specifically -in the
(CV)

..%--:-
IG1, 'Social Criticism /Activism means providing criticisma of prevailing

-4' ilft

\American valuess-offeripg ideas for changing social instituticns jugged to '

be defective, helping studentS learn'how to bring about change in

Americah society, and being engaged, as an institution, in working for.basic:

/
changes in American society.

. .
.

Suppart for the notion of the university as a political instrument

.
I.

. . ,

probably reached peak in t,he spring, of' 1970 following the American
- .

.

invasion of Cambodia: Since.then,as the national polftal climate has

cooled, interest
ti

±n, the concepkt has dwindled. What; then, in the
l,

spring of 1.972, is the level of stu,.trsn Californialaege campuses for
1 ''

Social Gritidiim/Activism as an institutional goal? .

,. ) : .
...

,

Generally speaking,/d11 constituencies, across all four segments/.
.. . . ,

.

are quitesimilar in perceiving their institutions as attaching relatively
.

little importance to thig`kind of goal.' COmpared to the on-campus people,

lay people off campus', except for the community colleges, believe there'is

6
somewhat greatdr allegienceto this goal, although the differences are not

Urge. The UC camguses,are the t
0

alike on thi. *dimension, followed by

the CSUC and community college pampUees, with the pitvate colleges the

,

most diverbe.

In general, the "Should Beiratings for Social Criticist/Activism

are Higher, though not unifoply so. Undergraduates attach the

;

I.

3

4
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Table49 Go4,1 Area: SOCIAL CRITICISM/ACTIVISM '.

--T-
h CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. 6 COLEIGES

*

Segment:, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA'

4
.

ConstA- .
'

GS s ADM .,..
ADM RG CON FAS, UDS

\
t IG1 ScoVe.

X'

TR COM

a

aencLes:( FAC UDS, GS

*(

4.5 i
.''4.4 J..11 ,

.

. , *6
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I *.

4.3 .)
..

i .. .,
,..

$

4.g . .
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v

ti I

N ...3 7

M(I) SB 2.92 3.62
SD(I) SB .15

M(I) I5 2.47 2.51

8 7 8 16 13*
3.41 3.12

.
3.06 3.16 3.55 '3.28 3.11 ' 2.90 ..4.12 .24 .34 , .21 .16 .19 .17 .45 I2.35 2.53 2,79 % 2.40 2.41 2.46 2.53 '2.68\

'15 117 .10 .14' - .18 .. ,40
SD(I) IS .p9 .09 .09 .20

*c .

a
. Individual Respondent as the Unit oflAnalys1

PN
551 478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8 447 0 "M SB 2.92 3.59 3.44 3.12 2.26 3.07 3.18 3.55 3.35 3.1L 1.87 ',).2.93SD SB 1.13 1.06 1.16 1.02 .75 1.23 1.16 1.12 1:15 k.07 .734___1,24M SB wtd. 2.89 3.67., 1.49 . . 3.16 3.56 3-.28 4[ SD SB wtd 1.13 .'1.02A 1.14

' '1 1.17 1.11 1.17
....,

,
M IS 2.48 2.47 2.35 2.54 2.28 2.75 2.42 2.41 2.41 2,55 '2.62 2.74SD IS .86

7
.90 .86 .84 -1.06 %99 .85 .89, .68 , .79 .76 1.11' "c,-)

M IS wtd. 2'.48 2,49 2.34
2.41 2.41 2.42SD IS wtd. 186 .90 .89

,
/

' .

.85 , .98 .88
Ilr

.4

a;

s
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Tab '50 Goal Area: SOCIAL CRITICISM /ACTIVISM

.

a

.4

,

Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2'

4.1

3t8

3.7

; 3.6

3.5

3-4

1.3

I.1
r

2.9

2.8

\\:1 2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

-2.3

2.2

2.1

2%0

1.8

1.2

'1.6

. 1.5

N 63 62 42 25 10 51 -22'. 22 8 '9 rr--- 9
1

!I(I) Mr- 3.11 , 3.45 3.27 3.14 2..72 2.93 3.13 3.33 3.20 (.4.17 2.82 ' 2.99
SD(I)S8 .19 .18 .26 .38 .39 .35 .30 .31 .19-)C .50 .44 .43---M(I) IS 2.44 2.44 2.48 2.61 2.51 2.50 2.35 2.40 - 2.28 252 2. 12:59
'SD(I) IS .18 .14 .15 .32 .43 .18 "".26 .31 .28' .37 .364, ',35

, /
`i.

& Individual Respondent as the enit of Analysis ...,,

N. ' 3938 5353 2679 31P i 135 2720 785 1086 232'4. 85 188 343N A 3.11 3.48 3.29 3.Q9 V2.67 2.98 `lb 3.11 3.35 3.38 3.09 ° 2.88 % 3.04S) S8 '1.15- 1.12 1.21 1.13 1.06 1.23" °1.11! 1.13 1.19 1.07 1.20-: 1,17AA wtd. 3.11 1.44 3.30
I

o 3.10 3.36 3.30
4

SD SB wtd.1.15 , 1.16 1.22
.. 1.11 1.14

. 4,45

,1./1 .

- /...

H IS , 2.4g 2.4 /..,4*7 2.58 2.46 2.48

) .

2.37 2.44 2.55 2.49 2.52 2.62SD IS .91 -.91 .99 .92 .89 j .99 .90 .98 1.07 .92 1.00 1.01M IS wtd. 2.45 2.42 2.48 4 2.%37 2.36 2.31
SDIS wtd. .91 .94 1.01 .88 (.94 .94.
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highest importafte to this goal. The sa les of off-campus citri:Ons:,,:

. '95

,anethe various governing boards i;c1.-=the least inclined. Of the on- campus

constituencies in the IX segment, the? professors show thq.least conng,tment

to this goal, while the aple of University Regents would prefer nochange'

\
, .

whatsoever.
..'..1,

..,

.
,

..

O -,'

,'
,

/ V The pattern of "Should Be" scores for to CSUC Jainpuses isAuch »

44-

likethe UC pattern, although the CSUC faculties fall relati;:tly'higher--

,

higher (even) or the average than the UCfaculties. There are striking

1

.

,
. ,

.

. individual campuS plots the gap between campus D's faculty and updet-
J

r

.

a

,.,

'
.

i.graduates; campus E's administrators,and undergraduateg in an,otherwise
siA, .

conservative community;,the almQst unbelievable reversal for campus es'yi
. .

community san'ple (suggesting a.townlown ipbrog10.;of no small 'magnitud'e);.
.

iinaiiy, ,the sample' 'f vCSUC
4%

4 Al a'

other canSt,itueri4es in thi

.

I .
I

4 ¢'
AI K

TrhAdacontrar'y to the trent for all the
...Ur /

7N

segment, wants a deLescalation Of this Icind
,

,

-of concern from the presently perceived level,

-25

.

"Should Be" scores for the community colleges 'are unexpectedly

high. The trustees score the ldwest, lower even on'the average than ,_116

community samples.

0

The pattern of " Should Be" plots for the private institutions is

flatter,,with the,gap between students and professors smaller than'in the

public segmentS. As with, the community colleges, it is the,trustees who
.

. .

I.
. -

.

are the most disinclined toward Social Criticism/Activism as an

. ,

or
24

. Mich;because of frequent sampling difficulties, must be'interpreted
6.

with caution. r

25 . 4,
44 V 0 The three highest administrator and community samples (plat,ted) 'ire

I

4dqePtii.ii:- Ttieliverage administrator "Should Be" means, ai the bottom
olihe table, are about-the same as the faculty's, and the avtrages

;.. .for the community people are lower still.
,

., .

,o

` N

ta
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r
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.

s'

4

institutional goal (though not-so reluctant as,,the community'college*

t,,rustees). ,

. ,

",. .
., a .

Among the.subiioupt of respondents, there-were numerousfincom:
.

. . .' . ,

sistenctes from one segment to another.. Minority and women students, I
.1-
P ,

. . ,
. .

.-.

.
. . t.

students in the arts and sciences-, and,: those from-!ponafflupt D4mi4ies. ,1';.;>
,;, ....%

tended to rate

failed to occur

....., -"

the goal relatiVely high. Differenpei,by facuXey age "'
1

.

0,
. , ..,... s° .I

,4, r ..

in any consistent way. Age dIfferintiaCedadMinistrators

0.1. the UC campusregdutitipCelseWheh,fas diNadminietraWirole.onIr.on

at .

s
. -"-.:e

the CSUC-dampases.',Vbilerthe,coMmuniticollege trusteesAvaried rather

)

a 4 44 ' . I, '14

... I. .'
little pn the debographic variables considered;

4the differences among the. ..'.a t, 'lit. a . I

".-4'prtvatsinstitutidft trustees were siiefblei partiCulatly by income level.
. ,,, ,

The off- campus community sample4 associated,with each segment, ihowever,,

' . .

ided, with minority, less affluent,.andsbluewere quite consistently di

collar (and professional) people -fairly 'consistently xating:SOdial
4 c.

Criticism/Activism as-a college goal bigheethah their White,affluent,

?

' busiPess counterparts:

t.

01.

t

C

od
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The CampusCam us-Climote for Learnins,.

a

97

(14), Freedom. Some of the standard dlAioniTry definitions

:

.

'. 'include: : .civil liberty, as opposed to subjection to- an arbiviaf or,N..

. despotic Overnment; exemption from external control,interference, ''' . .; e %
...... ,

.
J

; I4 ° .-
A ' regulatipn,_etc.,; 'per'sonal liberty, as opposed So bondage Or slavery;

autonomy; relative self- determination.
%...

Freedom, as an institutional goal bearing upon the climate for

and 2rocia.of learning, is seen ag-felating to all the above definitions.
A

.

It .eMbraces both. "academic freedom" and-il!personal freedom," although
J

these.edistinction.s are not always easy to draw. SpeCifically in
,

- Yretdot is defined `as protecting the right of faculty .to present
/-

..

controversial ideas in the classroom, not preventing students from hefting ,

,

' controversial points of view, placing ho restrictions on if=campus

activities'by faculty or students, and ensuring faculiy'an:d

Istudents the freedom to choose their own life styles.

Considering first tl campuses in Table 53, one notes that

'their "Is" plots are generally highest and most'komogeneous of the four

segments. The "Ii" understandings of the students,. perhaps naturally, are

the lowest; those of the administrators, highest (most idealized). The

"houid Be" beliefs of the on-Campus tOnstituencies are uniformly high- -

the highest and easily most homogeneous (except for the community samples)

of the four segments. The Regents stand just below the on-campus groups,

but at the top of the off7campus citizen samples, which, significantly, range

well doi1n from the campus, constituent groups. Citizens-in-general, place

a lower value on Freedom as an institutional goal than citizen-academics do.

-

r?.
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Table 53 Goal Area: FREEDOM

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES'. '

Constit-
uencies: FAC UDS GS ACM VG COM FAC UDS GS - TR COM

IGI Score
4.5

414

4.3
.4.2

4.1

4.0
3.9
3.8

3.4

3.3

: 3.2

3.1
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2 6
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B F
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E
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E

L
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F
M
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4
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I ..7
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1.6

1.5
N '.
M(f) SB

slim SB
M I) IS,i . §D(I) IS

'

8 7 .
4;06 4.12
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- ..'

.8 e, tr. I.( .....
4.06 3.93,--'

''
.

\
8.
,31,35

1..12 .13 !'b` 119, ..4 .30'
3.44, .08 4.93 *66 1 3.25as ; .20 .... .16 .15 .13

e..... IncitAdsual as
,

.
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. .....,,,.,

r
t P'r

16 13 ''' 12 . 13 14.
3.253188 3.90 3.76 3.82

.22 ,....111:6 . .16 .19 .32
3.07 '341 2.92 3.38 3.15

.29 .n .24 ':25 ______ .29
.. 's .4" ... kespondent de Unit of Analytis

'4 531 4:..478
..04 4.11

SE .89
wtd. 3.98 '4.10

SD wtd. 99 ,.87,

335 121
1£(.06 3.94

.99 .96'
4.01
1.04

.. ..
'3/46 3.01'A Is 2.93._ 3'.67

\SD iq .98 .97 .96 1.01
M 13 wtd. -3.43 3.01 2.89

IS wtd. 1.00 .97. ..98 %

7 249 1394 1:146
3.62 3.37 3.89 3.90
1405 1.20 1.08 1.10

3.65 3.90
1.11 1.C9

3.46 "3.26 3.09 2.88
1.27 .98,.. I 1.00 1.03

3.07 2.91
.98 1.02

4 1'

66. Ail.," 8' 647
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Table 4

Segiept:

Constit-

d wenciest

/ ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.T

4.1

4.0

3.9'

3.8

'3.7
56
66

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3 1

3.2 %1

3.1

3.0

2.9

2J8

2.6

2.4 '

2.3

'2.i

4,
'I .9

1.7

Goal Area: FREEDOM

; ' /4'

10 73.40 1.01 1.03 1\096 ;.,..01

COMMURITY coLLEcgs

c

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

a *,

.99

F&C CS' ES ADM TR' COM FAC UDS GS ADM TR COM,

23

P.

62

47

1.6'

-.1.5

N - 63 62 42; 25 10 51 22 22 8 9 17 9H(I) SB 3.73 3.77. 3.51 3.61 3.14 .s.22 3.77 .484 3.69 3.85 3.12 3.13/ )

O(I)S& /.1& .15 .21 .36 458 .29 , 1,42 tq.27 .23 '-.16 .55 .28M(P) IS 3.16 ..2:96 2.94 '3.32 3.9 2.99 3.20 .01 3.04 -3.56 3.16 3:05SD(I) IS .26 :18 .13 .38

4
.T5- .21 1___. .53 .47, %42 .44 .54 _427_
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N

45 45
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6
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22

v./
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16.
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3938 53 .310
.
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SD SII :. 1.08 1.11 ' 1.2 1.09
M SB vtd. 3'73- 3.791 3-5*

0
1:16. 1.24.SD SB %/CO.°.

3.18 2.96 2.93 3.34 3 2.98M IS

IlespOnent 8d

135 2723
3.35 3..29

1.04 1.24

, SD IS
?PIS %ad. 3.18 2.95 2. 3.

wtd 1.00 .1.07 1.05

.95 3

the Unit of Analysis

785. 4 1086 '23 .85 188 342
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. Much the same patterns hold.also'for dig CSUC campuses, Ale though.

,
1. r

.

t

:

.

Tot

.
. .

- .

- asa Ott
.

em the componentinstiYutions are somewhat more divers. e qn this

-.

.

t - .

..-
,. .. I

dimension (in term§ of both "Is" and "ShotildBe") than, the UC campuses:
.-

.. .

,

Y Individual Ciampus cis are (by now) understandable: campus B stands apart

' 'In the yes of all-beholder.;, and the laical citienry are. lot pleased by

.. ('
.fee ,

/ ,
'

j its'distinctiveness; caMpus G has had an "aCademic freedom" kind ofPdifff-
...

Cultx:running over sevf!fral yeai-s-mow (its citizen sample, Interestingly,
1

fo clearly supports.Freedom); the Polytechnici XP and T.D. tend to be low .on

'eeeL

.

. .

bOth ',:Is" and.."Shou.14-1e1" Citizen samples E and L, both in politically

conservative southern California counties; would prefer to have campus
. ;.', %

freedoms cuitailed sou;ewhat: -Fan ly, and'perhips most important \foe thd

1 ' c
vitality of the system, thethe ample of trustees-would also prefer, 'through-'

. .

'

,

.. out' the system, that a lower importance be attached to Freedqm.. ...3

2

-
..Both the community college and private ins'titution constituencies

)

follow the'same'"Is" pateern of low student and high administrator scores.
4.1

The trustees in both segments also'have relat.ive high "Is" gcores--that is,

ttey see. tire "freedom" on their campuses than do the students and faculty'.27

."Should Be" beliefs are much higher than'"Is" perceptions for-the on-campus

groups,"especiallythe ?tudents, in boih segments; trustee "Should Be" scores

are the same or slightly lower,-suggesting, if anything, that there should be

no further extension.of.campus freedoms,

. The private institution plots, as would be expected, are by far

the most diverse of the four segments. Independent colleges and art

I-

26

27

We mai* the working assumption that relative teedom is a necessary
condition for optimUM learning and personal growth.

CC campus461's trUstees are an extreme case.

S.
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. scbools.ar .rangea at the .top; Protestant,,controlled Colleges are
kr as .

3 . .. ' . ,1 :
.over-rPpresented at 'the bottom. "Is' -'"S,Vuld Be" gaps for the

-'.. -
.

,

undergraduates terid_toebe eseecially lage. -Town-gown Pmisunderstandings".
.

p
$ 'f.;

regardifig freedoms on the campus ("peirssiveness") Ppear /ikely;for 7

campuses P, ,..and-t.'
\ .,

f As'regArds the sagroups,lfawlty and students in the arts and 111

their peers..sciences attach greater importance 4o amps Freedom than u

in professional,ande: eer fields.. Coipared to older. faculty, younger

ones give/higher "Sho4d De" rangs, and lower "Is" judgments.-. . Women'

students-assign a sottliZat higher rating'to Freedom than do men. Business

admiNstrators rate this goal lAer than the other tykes of -administra-
..

tors.- Differences among subgroups of trustees of both the community
1

and private.co/leges are surprisingly small, witg only slight indications

of stronger support for the Freedom goal from younger and less affluent (_
.

trusteeik Differences among sul;graups;of commurtity people, dn,the other

hand; are sharper: beliefs about the importance of campus Freedom are

relate4 to race, income, and'occupation,,with people in business And

, administrative fields and people with wealth (030--incomes over $30:,000)

generally being the least supportive of campus freedoms.

(15) D'eltoratie'GovernanCe: The central notion of this goal, .

as here conceived, is t....c,gportunity for participation--partic4pation

/

in the deciAions.that affect-one's working and learning life. Colleges

and universities in American have probably varied a goo&.deal ip the degree
4

to which their ,governance has been participatory, dependingon factors

a

such as nature of external controi--(e.g., ctarian); curricular

r

10
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emphases, and persofialitles of presidents and other campus leaders.

Most all institutions, one surmises, as they expanded during the 1950's,

and 1960's,,experrenced a ditinution in participatory governance. A
c

reactipn set in the
:

late 1960's, spurred chiefly by student *,-: .

.

activists.

As defined in the IGI, Democratic'Governance means decentralized

decisionmaking.arrangements.by which students, faculty, administrators,
- 4

and governing board members can. all be significantly Involved in campui

\ 1.
governance; opportunity for individuals to participate iii all decision

affecting them; and governance that is genuinely responsive to'the concerns'

of everyone at the institution.

'Generally, across all the segment constituent groupsincluding

the off - campus community samples, there is the belief that campus 1.

-governance should be more participatory. The margin of difference between

"Is" perception and "Should Be".opinions varies, to be §ure, from one

const ituency to another: recording relatively low "Is" scores,. the gap

for t he students is4the largest; faculty and administrators,f011ow (the

latter havinrelAively high "Is" scores); then the community samples;.___

then finally the members of the governing boards, with small margins (on%

the order of .2 of a score point) in favor of greater participation in the

case of the4ommonity nd private college trustees, the, same by an even

Smaller margin for the CSUC Board of Tiosrees, the opposite-"Should Be"

lower than qIs" by a simirarly small (and statistically insignrfAant)

marginfOrthe UC.Regents sample.' -I "

The generai'context of,beliefe about democracy in dalifornia

campus governance now sketched in, what about some of the exceptions and

D
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Table 574 Goal Area: ?EMOCRATIpGOVERNANCE

, t .

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA.

Constit-
tiencies: FAC' UD

IG1 SPre

4.5

4.+

4.3

4.2

4.1 :,9

4.0

3.9

.3.8

3./

3.6

3.5

3.4 ,

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.6

2.5

"2.4

2.3

2.2

2.0

1.9

1.8

'1.7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I) SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
SD(1)$IS

B
A"

E

C

f

-Al

EH
F

C
BG

E

Ct ADM RC COM

;

Fg

HA

C

DE

F

E

C

H

8 7 8 7

3.60 3339 3.82 3.71
.$14 :f3 .09 .21

42.85 2.58 2.54 3.07
.16 .19 .12 .42

o

F

A

EH
DB

'C

I

E
H

GC

8

A

F

8

3..2

.254

2.96
.13

ti.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. 6 COLLEGES

0FAC UDS ,GS ADM TR COM

B

NO

AE

RD

I
H

G .

CF
laN

P
G

$111

AH

IN
V

1-°

E.

B"

L
M

GN

AC
G

, 1,

.

J

AC
0

K

E HF

pC P

B

NP N

A kE

L

JO

K

MG

W"

t.

i
16 13 12 13

1

).4

3.88 3.83 3.68 3.86 3.47
1.13 i13 .13 .15 .29

2.16 2.56 2.65 .3.08 ! 2:96-
.25 .15 .11 -.19- i ! .28 .

1--" \I. % 7 Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
N s. 551 478 335 121 7 249 1394' 1146 667 251' -8 647M SB 3.58 3.90 3.83 3.71 3.14 X3.51 3.87 3.82 3.72 3.86 i 2.94 .3.49SD SB 1.02 .C6 .93 .92 1.69 1.06 .98 .97 .99 '. .87 8 .88 1.02M SB wtd.'3.55 3.93 '3.86 3.87 3.82 3.65
SD SB wtd. 1.04 .83 .94 .95 .93 1.01

M IS 2:85 2.55 2.52. 3.07 3.27 2.94 .2.78 2.53 2.40 3.09 2.86 2.97SD IS .91 .88 .85 .92 1.04 .92 4 .96 .90 .89 .34, .65 .93M IS wtd. 2.88 2.55 2.47 2.,7,7 2.58 2.62
SD IS wtd. AC1 .-88 .85 --.96 .89 .88

np

'61

L

9
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Table "58

Segment:

Coniitz
uencies: FAC

ICI Score

- 4.5'

4.4-

4.3

4.2,

4.1

4.0

3.9

.3.8

3.7

3.6
3

3.5 24 6

3;4 35 6

3.3

3.2.

'3.1

3.0

2.9

2.§

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5
N 63
m(tc)g 3.92

SB .15

M(I) IS 2.92

SD(I) IS .28

COMMUNITY COLLEGES f PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

COM ' .FAC UDS . CS ADM 'TR COM

62 42 25 10 51 22 22 8 9 17
' 3.76 3 61 3.89 3.04 3%48 3:86 3.89 3.72 3.99' 3.46.;AI .18 .26 .30 .20 .23 .21 '.28 .30 .28, ..30
2.71 2.84 30,2 3.45. 2.96 3.00 62.86 3 84 3.20 3.30 3.08
.12 .14 .40 .39 .20 '4 .44 .33': .18 .25 .32 .22

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Aealysis
1 ,V ..5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85 188 342

3.76 3.62 3.88 3.66 3:51. '`3.79 3.87 3.76 3.91 3.41 3.44'
.9.6 1.02 .91 .92 1.04 .94 .91 1..06 ..89 .98 1%02

,3.72 3.61 . :3.79 3.90 3.75
1.2 L,g3 .96 .90 .99

4

3.03 2,88 3.03 3.18 3,23 3.09
1.03 1.01 ° 1.06 .98 .118 .92
.3.02 2.78 2.81

f...&.

1.02 .28 .98

M I4 2.95 3.72 2.83 3.35 3.40 2:94
SD IS .97 .92 .95 .94 .92 .93

M IS id. 24 2 2.'69 2.84

SD IS vtd. 97 '..96 .96

3
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t

on-campus constituenc es (students, faculty, administrators) in the four
\,.

segments. Reasons? e, probably, is that participatipg in governance

(going to thoSe "never ending committee meetings") means time taken away

from actLtie
\

more pertinent to the interbsts of 'these professors. As
e

for specific cainpuSes, the relatively-high "Is'" scores for\campus A are

reasonable, given the efforts there in the past two years to\expand

participation. The "Is".-- "Should'Be" gaps for the undergraduate samples

at campuses B, C, and D are especially large. The administrato4s at campus

.tG judging from these data, appear to be in a somewhat marginal position.

O

3

".1.07

patterns for specific institutions? In Table 57, and notes the relatively

low "Should Be" scores for the UC professorsthe lowest of any Of the

,
Among the St 1 to Universities and Colleges, the campus "Should Be"

_,
plots are uniformly high, except fob the community samples. "Is" plots are

' less homogeneoUs,with some of the low scores--for colleges F and G, for

example--probably in part the residue of iii ernal conflicts of the past

.- .four 'years. The Teality of campus governance differs-considerably for

ffaculty and students in
\ ampus,B, The high "Should Be" scores for the

... , t; .0 r,";

_1-
campus groups together with the score from its community sample suggest.

N.
town-gown misunderstandings for campus L. Community sample E, true to form,

4

reverses from the highest "Is" rating i\onearly the lowest "ShOuld'Be."

The lowest "Should Be" rating for Democ atic Governance, throughout the
A

system, comes from the system's trustees.

"Is" perceptions of democracy in campus governance at the

community colleges are quite high. That is, faculty, students and staff

at these usually smaller institutions typicalli,regard governance at

their institutions to be more participatory than do people, typically,
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1

a

at either the UC or CSUC campuses. The relatively large,"Should
'

standard deviation for the trustees (SD( ) SB of .30) indicates that 4

I

community College governing boards around the state varya good deal,

however, (more.than, say, (

faculty oristudent bodi4s) in how rney feelfabout

participatiOn in co 1ege govern nce. The level of support-from off-campus

%-

citizens for Democratic Governance at tt community colleges, supported

tin art by' the taxes of .those same. citizens, 'is I mpressive; communityp1447.

people "Should Be" scores.are,essentially the same in the UC, CSUC and;'

9

CC`segments.v

.

The private institutions, taken. together, are the Most hetereo- /
4. . , .1 . I

,.,

geneous of the-tour segment on this-dimension as they are on nLost of the
I. ? N,

.."othe s . Whatis apparentL the most democraticalry goveraed institution

4 the

college. On thglotheij hand,

state' (participating in the s.'udy),*campus M, is a priNpte (independent)

some of the-lowest "Is'! plots

also on the right side of Table 58, Generalizatiops
4

Protestant, and alt schools ,fall near both.the

,congtituent'ariays. )

don't

for this goal. are

work; 'Catholic,

topsand the bottom of the

What about th? administrator' "Is'L ratingS?

sector) are their scores,so much higher than_the other

campuses? Do administrators more

Why(In the public

N

constituencies on their

-,4

or less "instinctively" "pres nt" their
.

.

institution in a more favorable (more.:4eallize light thanother on the
...1 '

campus (CC trustees excej5ted)? Do they .!Ireallyni nderstand the ",feality'q of

governance and decision -maki g on their campUses differently From facultyin
,

) a
and students? Are their good28 Arotives distorting their perception?

28
As a "process" goal;'our ass mpt&on,,,,most simpPy, is that

.governance contributes to t e tdraie (broadly defined) of

.students, and thereby to_e fective teaching and'learning.

,

pareic,ipatory

faculty andl,

f
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There may be arclue in the subgroup breakdowns in Tabjes 59 fled 60.

Age is a factor; inr, three ,of the four segments, older administrators gave

relatively high "Is" responses. The leasons why, however, are again not

clear,,

As regards "Should Be" beliefs. about the importance of Democratic

Governance, differences among subgroups of on-Eampus people are generally

small. Age istnot a reliable distinguishing factor. Faculty and students

0 in the arts and sciences, wdmen an4 minority students, and student personnel

,

administrators, all by sma margins of difference, see relative value in-

participatory campus governance,
31r,, t

Differences among subgroups of off - campus people are generally

o
A

larger and more consistent. Thus it is interesting that relatively affluent

citizens regard existing governance arrangements on "their" campuses as more

democr is than do, lesslafkluent citizens; when it comes to the-Should Be"
ro

I

.,
of campus.governance, the pattern is consistently the,rever8e, with aft'ltrepbce :. ,

4 In

J ..i-
. ,

<A , ... , ..
.,

S

associated with relatively weak beliefs about the,importanc% 0-aloarticipatory
, . ,

...T. ,

,. ' ':: .,,,s' A "4 vef.' /
., ..

__ 4' ' A
.

. . .

.

(16) Community. While commUnitYi9:some sense has perhaps
0,1;, . I, .

tt_t_
. ......."-<

4. -,

always. chdrac
t
rized-fost academic organii:a4dns, eilotcia small ones, ,

Oie more.mOdern,,concept of community'
;

tasitisen i only Z past atcade in
'1. k

\ , ..
i

. . ,

A.

)

campu

\

governance.

k

w's

r. - ,.......4,-1, .: 1-

reac tion to realitles,of mash higher ei4gatiog, the "multiversity," and

,.*

.

the.factilinal #nd individual self-interest within the university. In
,. . .

ti
. 1 = .

theIG ., cOmmu ty is defihed as maintaining a clImate_Am which therp is

°

. 0 ik-2...1'

-faculty commitment to the generallwelfare of the instnution; open and

S

candid communication, open and amicable airing ,of dtherences, and mutual

trust art! respectlamong students, faculty, and administrators.

y
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How can anyone. possibly disagree, the render will say, with

Community as a institutional (process 29
)goal? And indeed almost nobody

does;.there is only a handful of "Should Be" plots throughout the four

tables falling below 4.0; a sense of the campus, as a community is

universally_desiredNotabiy, the faculties, who might seem be the
(

.

most InclInedtoward factional and individual (e.g., career) ielf-interegt,
-

../n
are generally surpassed only by the administrators in the ratings givn

. .

,
.

,
,

.this goat as a campus ideal. . ,. ° -"
1)i. . .../

Compared to the,"Sh'ould.te" beliefs, Is" 61SOts are a.good
/ ,

- ,
. .

, bit more diverse; people on,some campuse% se e a greater spirit of ..
.. .

°
, .

,. community., Within, the
:

UC segment, for ex mplq, camws D is consistentlj
..)-,,-. v

..
half a Icore

1
point below can uses A and F--even in the, eyes of the off-

%

' campus community samples.
30

,The relat :ely low scores of the graduate
a

( v
student saMples--the lowat'in the two ables--may be indicative of the

.

.often difficult (exploitative, cut-thr
, s

. -..

condition of these stqints that c itics o
,.. 7:`/ r

s

calling atteion to. :She regent
..".*

see t of touch with the (apparent
--'-'

t co
)
titive, depression-inducing)

4

graduate :school4ng are increasingly'

realities of community oh their

II

a,pu se s

Present-( "is") pirreT11.ns-tli/Community are, the lowest, generally,

among the State Universities and olleses, especially their faculties.

6 6

least as far as the faculties are Concerned,Dpferences among camp

29
sens of community makes for good morale, which contributes to

mAxim realization of outcome,.
1

' .

30
Campu D's undergraduates see the least community on their campus,aand
they want,it more (by a small margin) than any of the other undergFaduate
student bodies. A recent history of inept campus planning and violept
civil strife has seemingly left its mark.
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Table 61

Segment:

Constit-
uencies: FAC

4 ..

Goal'Area: COMMUNITY

UNIVeRITY OF CALIFORNIA

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

'3.9

3.8
b
3.11

3.6

1t5

3.4

, 3.3 A

t 3.2 .

3.1

2.9

2.8

'2.7

2.4.

42.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1,7

AB

ED
CG

1..6

1.5

M(I5 SB
SD(I) SB
M(I) IS
Sp(I) IS

F

FH

G B

8

4.16

.06

3.04

.15

)

ip

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. E. COLLEGES

ADM. TR COM-
UDS 0S .ADM NG sort FAC UDS. GS

FA

ii

B

C

D

ED
DA

G

F
A
B

H

A

F
C

E

B
H

GF

BE
A

CE

GH

D

7 8 7 8
4.13 4.09 4.30 4.17
.06 .04 .t6

2.83 2.68 3.21 3.04
.18 .18 .35 .14

ResRondent A#
, '551

M SB 4.15

SD ft .81

478 -#05--
4.14
.77 .81

121

4.28

.68

7

4.31

.43

249
4.17

.79
M SB wtd. 4.14 4.14 /4.09.-

.

SD SB wtd. -91
a

.76 .83 '

M IS 3.04 2.7.7, 2.67 3.22 3.85 3.04
SD IS 91 .91 .89 .91 .78. .87
M IS wtd. 3.04 2.78 -2.60
SD IS wtd. 90' .91 .89

,-,.. D0

1174

GH

B

the

JE

NO

PA
K

D
H

MI

LC

8.

111

4.

No

.k;

16 13 12' 13 14
4.26 4.11 4.06 4.35 4.08
.08 .08 .08 .11 '.15

2.79 2.78 2.82 3.05
.26 .18" .16 .30 ' s' t8

Unit of Analysis.

1394 1146 667 A251 -8 647
4.26 4.11 4.09 4.36 4.28 4.07,
.76 .82 .82 * .70' .64 .81

4.27' 4.11,JA 4.05'; "41
.77 .83 .83

- .

218,2 2.74 2.94
.96' ep5 .90

2.77 2.77 ?.7e
.95 .93 .87

3.04 3.11 3.03
:92 .67 .93

2

4.

4.
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Table 62

Segment:

Constit-

uencies: FAE

IG1 Score

4.

4.A

4.3 7
4.2

4.1

35
3.9-

coal Area: COMMUNITY

1 *4

a.

4

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

3.8

3.7

3

e
3.5

3t4

.3.2

3,1/4

3.0

0.2.8

r

2.7.

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

3.0

1.9

1.8 .. 2

'qr. ...-

. 1.7 t ''''

1.6
. ,

1 1.5 - .

.

N 63 62 42 25 . 10 51
M(I) SB 4:29 3.97 ' 3.96 4.37 4.27 4.03
SD(I) s8 -12 .12 43 .20 .29 .12

M(I) IS 3.04 2.92 3.02 3.44 -3:94 3.15
SD(I) Is ;33 .16 .14 .45 .41 .2k

41/116

.1

5 2

5

7

s

45

38

DS -FS

1'

,

54

24
56

\ 25

5.

64

/5

18

9?

35

55
49

22
64

50

66
67

68

18
49
56

27

41'

47
27
41

331 --

4

T
/5
52

34

.122
27

22

17

17

.710

COM

61
fl

5

41
9

61

10

,PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

F#.S1n, GS AIM TR COM

15

-
M ,

' V

FR
A

HT

EK,

B'

K

AC
PF

C

KX

RA

6

Lp

IS

pp

I

S

NN f

G

PF

L

22 22 8 9 , 17 9
, 4.33 4.20..7..11 4.51 4.31 4.14 NN

.15 .14 , .22 .17 .20 .13'
3.22 3.11 :3.11 3.42 3.76 3.42
.42 .30 .19 .20 ,30 .24

_

Individua'i Respondefitas the Ullit of
N 3938 5353 2679 310 135, 12720 785
M SB 4.30 ..3.98 3.94 4.36 '4.24 .4.03 - 4.29
SD SB .73 .88, .92 .66 ..67 .86, .73
M SB wed. 4.29 3.9 3.94

SD SB wtd. .73 .95 .94 .

M IS 3.09 2.91 3.01 3.47 3.77 5.13
SD IS a.00 . .94 S .95 .94 .88 .95
M IS'wtd. 3.05 2.S0 .3.01

SD IS wtd. .99 .98 .96

Analysis

1086 232 85 188 343
4.18 4.12 4.47 .4.27 4.15
..78 ..64 .70 .75

4.28 4.19,_..4.`14

.74 .75 .80 t

3.23 3.14 3.29 '3.41
1.04 1.04 1.05 1.03
3;19 3.04 3.13
1.02 .99 1.03

3.73

.45

3.45
.89

I

\

)'
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Irt

AZ r
are even greguer than for the..-42C aampuSts. 'Thus Campus Bis gefierlliy.

' seen on the camputas h(tving a spillatcOf comm.-di,ty; camppses114and.F
.

'are seen as not Having it on by off=campus-people. '
*

The community college an-3 priv;te ifittitution reults are fairly .

:
.

similar tS 4h otbein both "Is" Tr.ean scoresand standard ..evictions.

/WO

The'latter'gre larger than the SO's,fdr, either th:- ' or CSte-Gystems, 1

.....,
7 7

v .,' .

indicating a greater variability'in perceived c-..mpls community at the two
\ .

,
years and

\.private
colleges. Cr ca'mpuses 35'and 5- And PI Campusgs M and

... i
. v

,

I,,for example, stand above any of the UC or CSUC campuses on this dimension.
f

On.the other hand, Several others rankwith or below the lowest CSUC

campuses; depending -bn constituent group. Adtnistrator "I s" scores tend
,

C 31

. ......,

to be relatively hig' in both seEtors, and truseeescores die very b h-- .

inconsistent indeed with the other .constituencies.
.e.

.._,/ ...
.

. About the only possible generalizOion about kinds
.

of.private

, --z-

colleges and perceptions of community is.that relative high ("rg"1 scores;
.4

:
- 7 l

1

. obtained at relatively small colleges. M and I are :All independgml and
1-'

(

Cat'Yslic college ilespectively; campuses
--

E
3.3
"and X are latIOr

.
i.

.....:' ) .

e , ,
- , 1 .

.! A ,...(Roman4Catholic) institutions; L is Protest B is a commutd9r businss ,.21./.../
L., .

.
,........

and law school. One notes "understanding ga between t e trustees and «

'....-.- '

4
the rest'o the campus at institution X, between trustee and unciergrqdrstesf

at C, andLbetween trustees and administrators at campus U.
i

, -

'..

A
. . ' t %

31 *I
. . . , CC 41 and 33's administrator's are exceiltional* low - 410

\...
.

Vivits been torn by a serious internal,perSonnel conklicx for the past . k32 n .

. year. Cermpus X has had a somewhat similar. diffictIlty, which has broker(

-*
into the open gnly in the time since this surrey was conducted.

. 33 .-
. .

.

Institution E is quite large, and mostly .commuter.

f



1

,

449f the several factors used in forming subgroups, age seems to.
;

5e the
/
dimension on which differences it presently-perceilded community

ere most consistent: younger people--faculty, community college evening

students, administrators, afid.trustees34 all .,ee less of a spirit of

community orb their campuses than dottheir older peers. Among the off-
.

---- ----------:-
. :

campus sample's, minority and less affluent citizens perce4ve less community
t i, .

on their
,

respective campuses. .

. .

. With respect to "Sho-'1 J3e," the subgroup differences tend to be
_ _

. .

z:4.shall and'insignificant; all rate community as a campus ideal very high.

Women and minority students and citizens tend_o rate this goal especially

A high, which perhaps lends some scant evidence for the relative-popular-ty
-

of integrationist and cooperative, outlooks, rather than sep arati onvic-
,

tions, in regard to the educatfOn of Women and racial minorities.

. (17) Intellectual Aesthetic Enviionment. A haridful of American
..4

,
. ,

colleges and universities came to be held to especially high regard (around
. ,

1960, l et Us say) on account of their reputations as intsge/ually exciting,

,-/---'1.

stimulatinvcampuses.
35

Assuming (then in the absence of research evidence

to the contrary) (that an.intellectually and aesthetically, stimulating campus
.

climate contributed'to the'intellectual and aesthetic development of students,
;

-.

,
, .

there were many attemptI s (several' in California) to' emulate the "style" of

these campuses.. Itwas a model that apptaled particularly to tne student-

oriented (nonresearch-oriented) professor-intellectual teaching typically

in the liber-iarts.

34 Exgept for the private c011etes, where the pr6gressiol. is.not consistent.'

35 Descriptions Of suph campuse arein.Burton Clark's book, The Distinctive
College: Antioch, Reed, S thmore, and in Clark etal (1972).

..
°

r
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....

In the-IGI,Intellectual/Atsthetic Environment means a rich
-f,

program of
-

cultural events, a _campus climate that faciliiates student

free-time involvement in intellectual and cultural activities, an

tnyironment in which students and faculty can easily interact informally,

and a reputation as an intellectually exciting campus.

The fascination of the intellectually vital campus may have

'diminished somewhat'as other conceptions of campus ethos have emerged--
,

,-acting rather than or in addition/to merely thinking, concern with values

as
,
backdrop to knowledge, interest'in psychotherapy and human potential

development (in reaction, against too many ',:head trips"), as examples.

The-survey makes_clear, however, that the appeal of a campus:

environment characterized by the.primacy of ideas and intellectual and
;

artistic work remains strong all throughout California academic communities.

"Should Be"--scores are Unifoimly very high, especially among the faculties

in the respective segments. A relativelylOw score (3.56) comes from the

.41

trustees of the California State University and Collegds, and there is

considerable diversity among the community college boards of trustees

1 .

N
regard "Should Be" importance of this goal (SD(I) SB of .37--the,

. largest in the two takes).

"Should $e" scores on Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment as a

,process goal are genera1 lly highest'in the primate sector, followed by'the

UC campuses, followed very close by the CSUC campuses (M and P are the

Polytechnics), followed by the community colleges, at which sentiment for

this goal is notably strong. Moreover, people at the state's

community colleges, excepting their trustees, are also quite similar from

*as
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Table 65 Goal Area: INTELLECTUAL/AESTHETIC ENVIRONMENT

Segftent: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. b COLLEGES

Constit-
uencies: FAC LIDS GS ADM RG CON FAC UDS GS ADM TR CON

IG.1 Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3:5

3.4

3.3A

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

.2.8

2.7'

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8.

1.7

1.6

1.5N
M(I) SB
SD(I) Sb
M(I) IS
SD(I) IS

FA

H

OG

N

M SB
SD SB
M SB wtd.
SD SB wtd.

M IS
SD IS
M is ;Rd.

SD IS wtd.

E
eFi

B

FC
A

D
G

H

CD

B

AG

C

G

AP

H

G

A
C

F

E
FE

AC

1DB

TB

) C
IlAp

/ NE.

LI
1DH

:KM

I0P
0

1HN

FTI

E

GB

N
Alt

P
---1

IJ

HG
ON

C

D
A

LM

K

J

C
NF
GO

A

m
7
L-I

L

E

B
B

;XI P Jr-

KM

LA

OF

mG

.v.)

3.13

.18

7

3.88

.10

2.91

.20

8 7 8

3.94 4.03 3.92
.08 .09 .20

2.81 3.32 3.09
.24 .28 .22

G

16 13 12

4.02 3.86 3.78
.11 .12 .12

2.60 2.64 2.64
(/ .15 .13 .20

13

3.99
.13

2.81

.30

14

3.76
.22

2.93

.25

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analiiis

1394 1146 667 251 8 64/
3 91 3N4 !62 3.83 ii.13 4.U3 3.86 3.85 4.00 3.56 3.74

.78 .84 .87 .77 .82 .86 .85 .93 .91 .81 .68 .94
4.02 3.93 3.92 4.02 3.8/ 3.80
.78 .83 .86 .86 .88 .93

3.14 2.92 2.82 3.32 3.76 3.08 2.61 2.59 2.58 2.79 1.04 2.93
.89 .93 .90 .89 .81 .88 .86 .90 .86 .85 .60 .91

3.18 2.94 2.85 2.57 2.63 2.55
.87 .93 .91 .84 .88 .84

E

I

f
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Table 66

Segment:

Constit-
uencies:

IG1 Score

415

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9-

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.91

1.8

1.7

1.6

GOal Areal INTELLEtTUAL/AESTHET/C ENVIRONMENT

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FAC 'DS ES ADM TR wCOM

67

66
29

731

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

FAC UDS 'GS ADM

42

53
56

45

22

51

33

1.5

4i
51

N 63 62 42 25
M(I) SB 3.87 3.72 3.67 3.86
SIT( ;) SB .14 .12 .15 .20
M(I) IS 2.83 2.62 2.74 3.11
SD(I) IS .22 .14 .15 .34

Individual

10 51

3.86 3.68
.36 .17

3.55 2.92
.34 .24

Respondent. as the

22

4.14

'.23

3.04

.39

+r

COM

HN

I

G

FS

E

L

N

I

L
£

22 8 9 17 9
3. 3.99 4.15 4.05 3.91

.30 '.20 .23 .24
99 3.07 3.18 3.57 3.35
26 .33 .32 .34 .39

Unit of Analysis
3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85 188 342SB 3.88 3.72 3.64 3.85 3.79 3.69 4.10 3.92 4.03 4.13 4.02 3.91SD SB .88 .97 1.03 .84 .84 .97 .78 .87 .91 .73 .76 .85M SB wtd. 3.86 3.69 3.66 4.11 3.93 3.93

SD SB wtd. .89 1.02 1.04
.77 .84 .90

M IS 2.88 2.62 2.71 3.10 3.39 2.89 3.07 2.99 3.20 3.20' 3.52 3.39SD IS .92 .92 .96 .92 .81 .94 .98 1.02 1.04 .89 .85 .95M IS wtd. 2.85' 2.61 2.71 3.67 2.95 3.03
SD 1S wtd. .91 .95 .96 .97 .98 1.03
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one campus to another in their desire for aR intellectually more stimulating

environment. The SD(I) SB few the 63 community college faculties is .140

,Aonly 'very slightly larger than the figure for the CSUC faculties; almost

' all the community college faculties want' a higher4priority for this goal.
36

As regards perceptions of current reality, the private colleges

and UC campuses, with their more highly selected student bodies,'regard.

t

.
i

\f
.

themselves as better ckf ("Is" scores centering around 3.0) than the other

two segments. Intereitingly, the community college scores tend to be,

.. , ,..-

5,

slightly higher than the CSUC scores. Thetratings of the CSUC faculties

are particularly low, which may be the result of high expectations and

"relative deprivation."

A few of the individual campus plots indicate espficially strong:

*hopes: the faculty at UC- D, 'UC -H's graduate students and administrators,

everybody at CSUC-G; the faculty and trustees at PI-C.

The analysis of the subgroups given in Tables 67 and 68 indic4es
o

,that4ge and subject,field-are fairly consistently related to how peopllt,

perceive the present intellectual-cUltural
climate of the campus: older.

. faculty, administrators, and CC evening students and trustees, as wellV

as faculty and students iu professional and'career fields, have more

positive views of the present situation. With`regard to "Should Be"

beliefs, higher scores were recorded by faculty and students in the arts

:.36
Note the large gap between campuses 69 and 50 on the faculty "Should Be"
ratings; the former, is by function (and name) a trade-technical college.Campus 50 is in a small farm community.
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as

and sciences, women atudents,..and'by homemakers among off-campus community

.peoplt Clow scores in the off-campus.'samples tended to be' from blue collar
tra

respondents and from people in busines's and administrative positions).

Innovation and Change on the,Campus

4

(18) Innovation. Starting in the mid-1960's, a Iheof interest

1 in educational.innovation began to move through the'nation's colleges. It

has continued,. though % somewhat muted form largely because of financial

.restrictions. Reasons for, the movement? Real attempts to respond to student
4 Q

demands (fo mbre personalized, "relevant" learning, etc.). "Innovations"
t

the result o internal crises of all sorts (financial, enrollment, personnel,

-

etc.)f..-FoundaEion ideas; with money to try them out. Several new

;'structural" ideas that Are widely adopted--the "cluster college,"'the

4-1-4 calegkar, and pass-fail grading - -to name three.

Innovation, as,here defined as, an institutional goal, means more

than simply having recently made some changes at the college; instead the

idea is that innovation haa become institutionalized, that throughout the

campus thereis.continuous concern to experiment with new ideas for educa-

tional practice. In the,IGI, Innovation means a climate in which

a

continuous innovation is an accepted way..of life, it means established

procedures for readily initiating curricular or instructional innolration's,

and, more specifically, it means expetimentation with new approaches 65

(1) individualized instruction and (2) evaluating and grading student

performance.
41>

This time there is substantial similarity between the U0 and

Community College "Is" plots, with the studereq-perceptions in both segmenEs

4IP



37,relatively low (little innovation seen), and the facuity, administrator,

and governing board perceptions relatively high'(mcire'innovation seen).:
N

The "Should Be" patterns for the two segments, however, differ. Except,

for their. trustees, each of the community college' constituencies recorded

"Should Be" scory about the same distance (ab?ut one score point) above-

,their "Is" scores, so.that administrators and fac;ulty in the, community

colleges togethertenLto be strong proponents of innovation and experimen-

tation. the UC segment, the faculty (and the Regents) are decidedly

unenthusiastic a

champions.

t innovation, with the students seemingly the strongest

Of fhp four segments, the CSUC campuses generally regarded as

the, least innovative (as defined by the IGI) by the people associated with

them. There are several exceptions to this judgment to be sure, at least

according.to their facility and administrators, as can be seen in Table 69.

On the other hand, "Should Be" scores are as high (onlhigher, depending on

constituency)- as in any of the segments. In shOrt, there is wide,and strong .

sentiment on these campuses for acquiring the capacity for innovation

and renewal.
39

Judging from these data, however, the systel's Board of Trust-
(

ees could prove to be an-obstacle; 'its,Innovation "Should Be" score (2e97)

37 , -

It is; interesting that of the:six UC constituencies, the graduate
students tend to see the least innovation in their institutions. The
airly large difference between the weighted,(2'.41) and unweighte'd (2.56)..

the larger (more "comprehensive"). campuses 'see less such innovation than'

S .lean "Is" scores (for individuals) means that graduate students on

)
do graduates at the smaller UC campuses.'

38
.-

,

' The UC FAC scores (institutional an4 individual) are the lowest of all
the on-campus constituencies in the four segments.

39'
\.

Aspirations to become innovative are strong indeed at camiAls G, its
off-wmpus group included. .

....../
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Table 69

Segmant:

Constit-
uencies:

Idl Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3%9

3.8

3./

3.6

3.5

.

3.3

.3.2

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2 .

2.1

2.0

11 1.9

1.7

1.6

11.5

N

M(I) Si
SD(I) SB
M(I1) IS

SD(I) IS

Coil Area: INNOVATION

UNIVERSITY OF*CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA STATE VNIV. 6 COLLEGES

FAG UDS ADM EG CON FAC UDS GS ADM . TR COM

B

A

GF

EC

fir
A

H

EF

C

8

3.60

.14

3.01
.26

B

A

G
F

C

HD

N, 551
M SB 3.58
SD SB .95

M SB wtd. 3.53
SD SB wtd. .96

M IS 2.98
SD IS .86
M IS wtd. 2.90
SD IS wtd. .85

B

DC

A
F
G

I

NB

CE

DA

F

B

G

F
HC

A

B

A

F
E
C

B

G

A

C

F

B

F
G

A

H

CE

-J

D

F

NE

1D

JI
HPA

K

G
ML-J

N
IE

A

NJ
OP

H

C

A
pH

L HG

PO,

JN

N

A

C

EA

C

I

0

L N

CE

NBr

AO

K

L
E

o

FM

K

p

N

C B

L

B

A L

Hp

611

7 8 7 8 16 13 , 12 13 143.90 3.81 .3.72 3.54 3.84' 3.84 3.72 3.86* 3.49..13 .10 .22 .21 .11 .14 .18 .13 .252.71 2.62 3.10 2.96 239 2.51 2.51 2.73 2.75
.2J .40 .42 .26 .28 A .18 .36 .22

I Individual Respondent ag the Unit of Analysis
478 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8 6473.90 3.80 3.73 3.39 1.3.56 3.84 3.84 3.78 3.86 2.97 3.51.87 .94 .83 1.13 .98 .94 .94 ' .92 .82 1.07 1.003.92 3.81 l':83 3.87 3.71
.86 .95 .96 '.91 ..94

2.67 '2.56 3.10 3.43 2.94 2.59 '2:47 2.47 2.74 2.86 2.74.91 .88 1401 .85 .88 .i6 .84 .86, .43 .882.65' 2.41 2.52 2.49 2.45.
1,.901 .81 .85 .86 .83
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Tatle,70 Gbal Area> INNOVATION

Segment:

(4 Constit-
ivencies: FAC

IGI Scoie

4.5

4.4
4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0:

3.9

3.8-

3.5 o62

15.
3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1,

2.9

2.8

2:7

2.6

2.5

2.4 47

2.3
45

2.2'

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

'DS

AiP 42
2.0 "

1.9

1.8

1.7'

4.6

N 63

M(I) Si !3P9
SD(I) SB .13

M(I) IS 2.89

SD(I) IS .27

5

2

'o

ES ADM TR COM -

I

25

ig

56
23

22

51

7

57
12
55

45

22

67
66
29

22
27

51

1

56 27
42

19

51

41

16

15
34
27

27
4

30

34
22

17

6/ 15
61

17

39

52
58

16

58

53

13

62 42 25 10 51
3.69 3.60 4.02 3.67 J.49
.12 .16 .22 .32 .19

2.64 2.68 3.15 3.40 2.78
.15 .12 .40 .33 .20
-------

Individual Reipondent as

'

PRI1 ATE,ASTITUTIONS
.

FAC UDS GS ADM ' TR COM4

R

H

NS

E
T

A

T

C

BEI

V

L_

L

V

B

T

I

N H ,

-
-17 8

N R

6

it S

A
V

,V
1

X
D

A

K
4.

0

K

-
N
H

S

G

F
I

L

p

H

L
S

'22 22 9 17 9
3.87 3.84 3.81 4.09 3.53 3.55
.28 .21 .26 .18 .34 .30

3.08 2.87 2.84 3.44 3.26 3.12
.50 .41 .34 '.47 .41 .40

the Unit of Analysis
3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720 785 1086 232 85

M SB 3.89 3.69 3.60 4.01 3.64 3.51 3.80 3.84 3.88 4.06
SD SB .87 .95 1.04 .76 .91 1.02 .92 .91 .99 .71
M SB wtd. 3.88 3.66 3.61 3.79 3.83 3.82
SD SB wtd. .88 1.00 1.05 .92 .89 1.00

M IS 2.93 2.64 2.67 3.16 3.22 2.76 3.07 2.91 3.0jf 3.42
SD IS 93 .90 .94 .92 .92 .91 .98 1.04 1. .97
M IS wtd. 2.90 2.62 2.66 3.08 2.81, 2.75
SD IS wtd. .91 .93 .95 .97 .99 1.00

1

188 342
3.49 3.56
.92 .94

3.19 3.14
.88 .93

o
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is lower (even) than any of the off-campus citizen samples:

The private olleges on this dimenslon are aglin the most diverse

of the fpur segments, In terms of both "Is" understandings and4"ShoUld Be"
4'

beliefs.
40

Among the high "Is" campusts: a.Catholic college historically

for women .(14),,an art institute (H), two independent institutions (G and M),

and a Proteseant-affhiated college (S15. Low "Is" campuses: two speciqlized

vbcatiOnal-sChools (B and T), an independent college (P); two Protestaht

(C sand Q), and three Catholic institutions.historically for men

(E,K,X). Pretty much the same colleges are algo at the "Should Be" extremes,
4'

althougfr the faculty and graduke students at campus R,, the &tiler art

institute in the studyhaNte stroiit aspirations.

Turning to Tables /1 and 72, thelbreakdowns for the "Is"

.-
,perceptions of innovaqveness are.surprisingly inconsistent; age is the.only

consistently differentiating factor (younger people see less innovation)./
. 2vN . _.

Age tends to be related to SSould.Be" beliefs (younger a4 higher scores),-

as does race And sex among,students. (minorities and women recording 1)pigher

scores). Among the-off- ,campus respondents, race, occupation and income

are all consistently related to attitudes about innovation land experimen-.

4

tation on the campus; '.whites, high income respondents, and people in busi-

ness and administrative jobs are the least supportive of catpus Innovation.

J

4

O

40
In all the segments, the standard deviatioh of institutional "Is"'
scores are much larger than the corresponding "Should Be" SD's.
With regard to innovativeness, campuses,are presently perceived to
bequite different; most, however, aspire to a fairly similar (high)
ideal.
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X19) 'Off-Cp,mpus Learniq_ A truly major innovatilv the

delivery and reaognitionsof higher education in America has been in the

making in- just the past th"ree%years or so. ,-Part kilIecause'a the rising
/

demand for'college degrees along with the not unlimited revenues available

for this purpose, and partly out' of'the realization that enrollment on ae . t
..

campus is probably not-essential to higher kearning, a host of formal

off-campus :teaming arrangements are coming into existence thoughout the

country. University-sponsored off-campus learning is of course not new;

extension programs have been operated for years. What is essentially new

is the awarding of degrees (notably by-state higher education sstems)', on

the basis,of study and other work done in large part or entirely away

from the campus. c

The elements of the ICI definition of Off-Campus Learning, as a

process goal an institution may.pursue, include: (short term) time away

from the campus in travel, work-study, VISTA work, etc.; arranging for

students to study on several campuses during their undergraduate years;

awarding-degrees for su,.rvised study off the carapus; awarding degrees

entirely on the basis of performance on an examination.

The results relating to the perceived present importance given to

off-campus learning are fairly easy to summarize. Almost all the plots- -

all constituencies, all segments--cluster around 2.0. People in the state's

academic communities generally understand tit their institutions hold bff-

Campus Learning
41

to be of low importance.". CSUC-B, and several

private colleges may be eTceptions, particularly' in the view of their

41
As defihed in the ICI,

I
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Table 73 Co 6,Arei: OFF-CAMPUS LEARNING

Segment: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Constitsa- .

uen,cies: FIX UDS GS ADM RO 'COM FAC UPS GS ADM g COM

IG1 Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2
P.

4.9

3.8

3./
rB

)6

1.5

1.4
ri

ve.

3.2

3.1
A

sr.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIV. COLLEGES

3.0

2.9

2.8

b
A E

A
B

of

H

O

liM

2.5

2.4

2.3

"F
-

C A
BA

:.2

2.1 Gm

DE

1.

H
CF

St(I) SB .14 . .19 .13 .36

1.5

i

MU) IS 2.14 6., 2.16 2.08 2.19
SD(I) IS .12 :14 .12 .41

8 7

3.29 3.08 2.86

8 7

t9 SE 2.62

LE
1.8

1.7

1.6

N

SA

E
0

a

O

. r

B

8 16 13 12 13 14
3.05 2.85 3.32 3.08 3.10 3.A1
..14 .15 .16 .19 ..5 29
2.36 2.03 2.07 2.01 2.11 2.26
:15 .1:) .10 .14 .29 .19

t Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
N '551. 4786- 335 121 7 249 1394 1146 667 251 8 C47

SE 2.60 3.29 .3.06 2.86 2.71 3.05 2.86 3.33 3.13 3.09 . 2.47 3.04
1.08 1.08 1.12 1.06 1.20 1.13 1.13 1.14 1.16 1.10 .99 A.

SD SD
M SB wtd. 2.56 8.32 3.08 2.84 3.34 63.06

6 1.15 3.12 1.18SD SB wtd.1.07 1.(17 1.Ir

H IS 2.13 7.15 2.08 2.19 2.90 2.35 2.04 2.04 2.01 2.13 2.25 2.28
SD IS .80 .85 .79 .89 .92 .86 .79 .83 .81 .83 .73 ..88
M IS.wtd. 2.10 2.16 2.02 2.0b 2.08 1.95
SD IS wtd. .78 . 84 .77 .78 84 .78;

4



[Table 74

Segment:
.

129

Goal Area: 1OFF-CAMPUS LEARNING

-COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Constit-
uencies:' FAC DS ES ADM TR COh

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3:5

3.4

3.3 39

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5
1 4 F.' 2'2.4 5/

2.3 56
4

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9 50

1.8 51

55

0,"

4

13

2
58

9

22

z6

4

51

11

40

j9
I

I e

47

r17

15

10'

17 64

53

18 10

44' -1

15
;1

PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

FAC 'UM GS ADM TR -,M

0

i7
IL

I QR
T i RE

1 MI'1
i !V P

E

I ILi 15 Ill

i SIT
1 Gi 0 '1

Ho si , I IT .

. L 1.--

,JFI pU I

W
I

Ni
I'

I i

I Bili!

liEB'N
X1
K'

d'

I.

43 -----,

22
iF-Ill42
1 '

7% 13
1 F-1

----1 .
1 [J

167
151

I

...LI'22 ___-----T52.1 cx'
'C2

1

--19 8
:----:L1-1--------

214 }I
,113

0
L___)
R 21-N 63 62 42 2$ 10 51 22 22 8 9 17 9M(I) SB 2.67 3.25 3.24 2.70 2.81 2.89 2.78 3117 3.02 2.98 2.55 2.86SD(I) SB .18 .15 .16 .35 .35 .31 .30 .23 .29 .55 .40 .35M(I) IS 1.86 2.11 2 26 1.95 2.35 2.16 2.10 2.18 2.11 2.26 2.26 2.41SD(I) IS .15 ..15 .14 .23 .34 ,18 .40 .39 .32 .40 ,.38 _,33

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis

T,

I.

G

N 3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720
M SB 2.66 3.27 3.24 2.71 2.53 2.92
SD SB 1.25 1.'9 1.25 1.24 1.22 1.2"
M SB wtd. 2.66 0 3.23
SD SB wtd.1.26 .23 1.27

4

785 1086 232 85 188 342
2.74- -3.19 3.17 2.95 2.58 2.86
1.14 1.15 1.23 1.13 1.09 1.15
2.79 3.15 3.03
1.14 1113 1.19

M IS 1.8 2.0 2.25 1.96' 1 2.02 2.15
SD IS .90 .93 .99 .93 .93 -.94
M IS wtd. 1.87 2.11 2.24
SD IS wtd. .89 .96 1.00

2.17 2.25 2.43 2.36 2.29 2.41
.99 1.06 1.14 .97 .98 .96

2.23 2.21 2.17
.98 1.03 8
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administrators. It is interesting that administrator perceptions (and

also CC and PI trustees) are quite different from one campus to another;

UC and CSUC administrator SD(I)'s are twice that of the faculty and

student samples. Here we could well have an instance of administrators

being better informed;, compared to their faculty, students and community

associates, administrators are in a bettereposition to know iii fact about

the presence ox absence of 'off-campu'S programs. Still, however, relying

on the report of administrators, 'only a handful of colleges in the state

are at present'signiicantly engaged in off-campus learn activities.

"Should Be" scores are generally higher, centering around 3.0.

Students are consistently the strongest supporters. Qf the oncampus

constituencies, the faculties, for reasons not hard to adduce, are the

least enthusiastic about expanding off- campus learning ol.portunities. Trustees

of the private coAleges are generally uninterested in the concept. Trustees

of the CSUC systedare likewise uninterested, less interested in fact than

any sample associated with the system. The sample of UC regents, seemingly

overestimating the "Is" situation, would prefer--contrary to the general

thrust of opinion in the segment--no change or a slight scaling down of

off-campus operations. ,

In that they presumably represent a portion of the potential market
A

ep for off-campus programs, the "Should Be" opinions of the off-campus

community samples are,for this writer, surprisingly low (falling in between

students and faculty).

the subgroup breakdowns (Tables 75 and'76) are not especially.

illuminating. Faculty differences by age and field are negligible.

Minority respondents in the student and off-campus samples, compared
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to whites,give somewhat stronger support to expanded,bf -campus

. learning opportunities. Business-administrators are'less enthusiastic

than the other categories of campus administrators. Homemakers suppoit

/,this goal more Etrongly for the UCtand CSUC campuses than for the

community and private colleges. Less affluent citizens would cleklyt

like more in the way of o6-campus arrangements throughout. the state's:

higher education system.

f

Institutional Accountability

' (20) Accountability/Efficiency. This last institutional goal

covered in the IGI is also a recent concept in higher education -- new -at

least, in its modern guise and new, certainly, in the perspective of the

untrammeled expansionism of the 1950's and 1960's. The current-and 'growing

concern for accountability within resource allocation and other policy and

administrative agencies is a consequence,of the competition for public funds

and a desire for'"solid results" in cetairn for such expenditures, which J

attitude goes back to some extent to public tIssatisfaction with the seeming

political and other excesses on college, campuses 'in the late 1960's.

In the, IGI, Accountability/Efficiency is defined to include use

of cost criteria in deciding among program alternatives, concern for

program efficiency (not further defined),' accountability to funding sources

for program effectiveness (not defined), and regular submission'of

evidence tharthe institution is achieving stated goals.

The pattern of "Is" understandings across the constituent groups
4

is generakly speaking not surprising. The scores for the governing board

membert, engaged as many have been.in setting policies for accountability,

are.the highest. "Is" scores of the faculties, who are often



goal: In the UC and CSUC segments, however, faculty support for account-
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the main objects of the accountability measures, rank second', followed

closely (exceeded in the community colleges) by the administrators who are

typically in the middle attempting to implement the accountability and

efficiency measures. The students, least touched by the whole matter,

are the least awArd of accountability efforts'(although the differences

are not large in the UC and PI segments).

The general pattern of "Should Be" scores'is different, though

not unexpectedly so, Scores for trustees are generally high,' ranging

around 4.0; they. tend to believe Accountability/Efficiency to be "of high

importance." Administrators follow in the rank order. In the community
-

and private college segments, faculty and students follow at roughly the

same (relatively high) level of acceptance of Accountability as a college

'ab'ility and eficiency,measrac is clearly the weakest of all the

constituencies. (The UC prOfesforiaEe would tend to prefer a slight

backing off.)
I

The opinions of the off-campus peopltare of more than passing

interest. First off, their " Should B ratings for Accountability/

Efficiency are not as high as mjght have been. expected,. falling at about

the level of the administr\ators--higher.than the faCulty but belovl the

respective governing board ratings. It is noteworthy that citizens

associated with the UC campuses have slightl different understandings"

about'aCcountability in relation to UC, as ompared to the off-campus

samples associated with the other segments. The UC campuses are seen

as presently attaching somewhat less importance to accountability than
I
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Table 77

Segment:

Constit-
$

uencies:

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

1.9

3.8

3./

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

: 6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N

M(I)

SD(I)

M(I)

SD(I)

Goal Area: ACCOUNTABILITY/EFFICIENCY

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

FAC UDS GS, ADM RG COM

DH

A

BF
DH

___G

8 7

SB 3.00 3.20

SB .12\ .15

IS 3.17 3.07

IS .12 .11

N 551
M4S8 3.01
SD SB 1.02
M SB wtd. 3.01
1D' SB wtd. 1.02

M IS 3.19
SD IS .93

M IS wtd. 3.16
SD IS wtd. .92

GF

B

ir

8 7
3.09 3.64
.14 .29

3.06 3.14

.08 .14

8

3.55
.24

2.91
.18

-------

CALIFORNIA SNTE UNIV,'6 COLLEGES

FAC UDS GS ADM

C

Individual

478 335 121
3.21 3.09 3.60
.99 1.01 .89

3.24 3.18

.98 .413

16 13 12 t

3.14 4 3.33
.10 .12 .17

3.15 2.90 2.90
.12 .10 .11

Respondent as the Unit of Analysts

7 249

3.85 . 3.55
.86 1.00

1394 1146 667
3.12 3.39 3.37
1.01 .99 1.01
3.15 3.41,.;_a,..510,1,,

1.02. A

I I

H

J"

L

f

EL

OM
A

K

GB

N

TR CON

xi C
0
H

A

gH
F

EF
K
JM
AL

G

HO

81

13 A 0, r4
3.71 - 3.73
.17

.-.,...1Z

2.93 72.98
.21 2.25

.I,

3.08 3.05 3.15 3.46 2.89 3.14
.96 .97 .91 .83 .93 1.02

3.13 3.09 3.14
.95 .99 1.03

.91

2.91

.96

.99

2.91

.99

.94

647

3.75
.93

3.06 2.94
.66 .97
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Table 78 Goal Area: ACCOUNTABILITY/EFFICIENCY

Segment:

Constit-i .

uencies:

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1

4.0

3.9.

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

.3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.5

2.4

.2.3

2:2

COMMUNITY COLLEGES

FAC DS ES ADM TR COM

29
33

45

42

25
49

19

41

4
25
39

3

61

17

30

13

34

17

61

27

17

30

61

15

22

41
16

44

61
9

53

42

18

16

PRIVATE NSTIIDTIONS

FAC UDS GS ADM JR COM

R

C

VD
I
SX

f'I pt

FK

Q '3)B

0

VD
JM

HE

,m

RI
NB

2.1

2.0

1.9' 1

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5

N. 63 62 42 25 10 51
M(I) SB 3.45' 3.4k 3.55 3.85 4.05 3.72
SD(I) SB .14 .13 .16 .21 .23 .20
M(I) IS '3.16 2.84 2.89 3.27 3.73 3.07
SD(I) IS .22 .12 .16 .34 .41 .24

G

F
V

x

S
V

22 22 8 9 17 9
3.39 '3.44 3.32 3.80 3.90 3.74
.27 .19 .22 .19 .23 .14

3'.01 2.96 2.90' 2.95 3.44 3.18
.30 .21 .16 .21 .25 .14

Individual Respondent as the Unit of Analysis
N 3938 5353 2679 310 135 2720. 785 1086 232 85 ' 188 342
M SB 3.46, 3.44 3.53 3.83 4.01 3,68 3.41' 3.46 3.31 3.83 3.90 3.72
SD SB .97 .99 1.02 .84 .86 '.98 .99 .98 1.09 .89 '.88 .93
M SB wtd. 3.45 '341 3.54, 3.39 3.43 3.45
SD SB wtd. .97 1.04 1.04

.. .98 .97 1.02
. .

M IS 3.18 2.83 2.88 3.25 3.54 3.05 3.08 3.00 2.95 3.01 3.43 3.22
SD IS .99, .94 .97 :51'7' .94. .97 f 1.05 1.02 1.06 .91 .90 .97
M IS wtd. 3.17 2.82 2.88 I 3.03 2.97 2.95
SD IS wtd. .99 .97 .98 1.02 1.00 .98
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the other segments (the UCI(SUC difference is ver)1 small), and the
.

citizen samples also'believe that UC should be somewhat less oriented

to accountability (3.55 compared to GAX's near 3.7'3 for the other
*

segments). orb

4.

Off - campus citizens are not of a single mind regarding

accountability in higher education, however,,as the subgroup analyses

make reasonably clear. People in business and administrative (B&A)

occupations and people of relative affluence (030,123) have stronger

opinions .about the need for accountability.' In contrast, professioaally

ti

employed people, for example,rate this goal at about the same level

as the respective faculty samples.

/.
Other subgroup breakdowns indicate that campus business and

fiscal, administrators (BA), noteunexpertedly, see relative merit in

Accountability/Efficiency as an institutional goal, as do older faculty,

(and community college evening students),ani faculty and students in

. professional and career fields.



I'1u pt or IV

(;0A1 -BELIEFS OF CAMPP: C111F1 F.XFC1111,71:::

.

As we indicated earlier, the p espent or chancellor of the 177

campuses originally invited to participate n the proj..ct ere surveyed

by ditect mail. The return rate varied consi erably by segment: UC

chancellors, 88 percent, seven out of eight (U r San Francisco was not

' included); CSUC presidents, 53percent, 10 of 19'; community college

presidents, 69 percent, 66 of 99; private institution presidents, 53

percent, 27 out of 51 (AICCOmembers). The.CSUC and samples, then, are

less satisfactory than the two others, and their results must, be regarded

as more tentative,

Goal area means (G0s) and standard deviations (SD's) for the

20 goal areas, '"Is" and "Should Be," were calculated for each of the four

groups of, chief administrators. ese figures-are *given in Table 81. Our

brief commentary on the data in the table is organized according to the

seven-way breakdown used in 6apter

Instructional Goals. Beginning with Academic Development we see

what will be a pattern throughout this portion of the survey results--the

presidents tending to record substantially higher "Is" scores than the

other constituencies in the segment, and slightly higher "Should Be" scores.

The former seems a perfectly natural combination of pride and desire to

place the best (most ideal) possible interpretation.on the current situation

on campus. The latter, the relatively high"Should BP" ratings, represents

for this writer unusually strong aspirations for their respective *campuses,-

*the desire to be doing more and better in most all the goal categories
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TABLE 81 GOAL AREA MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR CAMPUS CHIEF EXECUTIVES,
BY 4FGMENT

.... ,
Community Private

UC CSUC College Institution
Chancellors Presidents' Presidents Presidents
(N7)

-;---,

Cla,___ SD GAX SD

(N.66) (N.27)

ciii: SD GO SD

1. Academic Development SB 3.96 .77 3.98 '.67 'v.73 ' .75 3.95 .82 4
IS 3.61 .74" 3.70 .88 , ).62

.

.69 3.72 '.90
.-2. Intellectual Orientation SB 4.46 .47 4.55 .47k 4.1.6 .66 4.42 .66

IS 3.61 .69 3.48 .81 3.35 .79 3./0 .90

3. Individual Personal SB 3.77 .71 4.23
k

.91 4.43 .60 4.03 .92
' Development IS 3.06 .82 3.26 .91 3.53 .89 3.53 1.04

4.. Humanism/Altruism 58 355 .97 3.48 .87 3.97 .8/ \ 3.82 1.08
IS 2.73 .78 2.99 .77 3.11 .87 3.40 1..10

5. Cultural/Aesthetic SBA 3.21 .98 3.35 .73 3.37 .-8-3---03.30 1.07 .Awareness 1S 2.67 .82 2.-94 .77 2.89 .72 2.96 1.09

6. Traditional Religiousness SB 1.14 .26 1.08 .23 1.66 .96 2.25 1.43
IS 1.07 .17 1.05 .15 1.50 .78 2.07 1.35

7. Vocational Preparation SB 3.42 .70 3.77 .63 4.o2 .60 3.06 1.24
. IS 2.92 .82 3.06 .86 3.79 .82 2.65 1.17

- 8. Advanced Training SB 4.20 .72 .3.08 .86 1.57 .97 2.46 1.50
IS '3.92 .89 2.58 .70 1.47 .82 2.33 1.50

9. Research SB 4.32 .58 2.96 .78 1.46 .83 2.68 1.28
IS 4.42 .54 2.73 .77 1.35 ,89r. 2.45 1.27

10. Meeting Local Needs 'a SB 3.65 .62 3.85' .88 4.31 .71 3.08 1.15
IS 2.96 .71 3.22 .66 3.65 .83 2.68 1.13

11. Public Service SB 3.54 .90 3.68 .82 3.56 .94 2.97 1.07
IS 2.81 .7/ 3.17, .79 2.95 .91 2.49 .90

12. Social Egalitarianism SB 2.79 .80 . 2.83 .72 4.15 .78 2.58 1.19
IS 2.34 .73 2:68 .64 3.53 .88 2.23 .99

13. Social Criticism/Activism SB 2.98 .74 3.04 1.01 3.08 1.04 3.02 1.2? .

IS 2.77 .79 2.95 .95 2.55 .86 2.52 .95

14. Freedom S8 3.99 .87 3.83 1.05 3.78 1.00 3.82 1.06
IS 3.92 .73 3.83 1.06 3.55 .98 3.69 1.01

15. Democratic Covernan'ce S8 3.46 1.13 3.83 1.03 3.99 .82 3.79 .9
\

IS 3.00 .89 3.80 .95 3.54 .80 3.46. .87

16. Community SB 4.52 .50 4.45 .69 4.52 .57 4.47 .61
IS .63 .57 3.78 .73 3.77 .25 3.99 A,.83

a.'17. Intellectual/Aesthetic SB 4.29 .58 4.15 .70 4.11 .77 3.186 .89Environment IS 3.54 .58 3.45 .73 3.33 .85 ?.33 .78

18. Innovation SB, 4.25 .70 4.06 .69 4.26' .68 3.85 .79
IS 3.21 .5i 3.53 .97 3.34 .83 3.39 ' .9?

19. Off-Campus Learning SB 3.06 1.15 3.65 1.04. 2.98 1.16 2.74 1.10r

e-

IS 2.27 .70 2.75 1.03 2.08 .86 2.30 1.10

20. Accountability/Efficiency SB 4.25 .70 4.03 .80 .3.94 .75 3.91 '.84
IS 3.50 .55 3.46 .93 3.38 .87Nr 3.23 .99

4.
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covered in the IGI (excepting those not applicable for a'given segment or

segments, e.g., Advanced Training and Researchjn the community colleges)
ti

The sample of CSUC presidents is 'particularly high in their "Is"

ratings cf the importance given Academic Development,on their campuses

(3,70) compared to the other CSUC constituencies (individual-as-the,unit

data.at the bottom right of Table 1). It is interesting that the ".:Should

Be" GA' 's are piactically the same for the UC, CSUC and P1 presidents.

The above remarks apply also to the responses for the,Intellettual

Orientation goal area. "Should Be" ratings for the UC and PI campus heads

rank, second in'the field of 20 goal categories. For the CSUC presidents,

A this is the top ranked goal, and their "Is"-"Should Be" discreAngy, compared

to the other three groups,'s the largest.

The community college presidents, especially, and also the CSUC

presidents stand notably high ("hould Be") on .the Individual Personal

Development dimension, higher than their respective student constituencies.'

T e UC and PI presidents rate this goal slightly lower than their students,

though in the UC segMent, higher than the faculty:

Of the four groups of chief executives on the Humanism/Altruism

goal, the community college .-;sidents again recorded the highest "Should

Be" scores -- substantially higher, interestingly, than their trustees (3.38)

and higher'even than the sample of private college presidents, many of

whom would be heads of chuich-related institutions. The GAX for the PI

presidents (3.82, identical to the faculty GAX) is somewhat misleading;

the high SD (1.08) indicate; that there are relatively many

private college presidents who consider this to be a very important



eoalt-and nl w who ,onsider it a distinctly unimportant goal.

Differen(es among the four stoups of presidents are SMAil logardiug

the importance of CulCuralWAesthetic Delrelopment'as an instrwtional goal.

f, slisht:v lower ratings from the UC chancellors, for both ''Is" and "S%enld

Be," follows the pattern ef facukty beliefs (Tables 17 and 181.

On Traditional Religiousness, the, scores of the PI presidents (of both
A.

Uctarianapd independent institutions) are of course the highest and the

most diverse ot 4the four groups. ThP presidents' "Should Be" score (2.25),
b

however, is.much'lower than that. of the sample of private college trustee

(1.22) and lower oven than the GAX for the aggregated commun'ty samples

(2.914).'
to.

c.-

Vocational Prepar,tionis the top ranked goal for the community college.

piesidents,.for both "Is" anti "Should Be" (the latter, 4.62,, is the single
,

higheSt GAX in the table). The scores of the CSUC presidents and'UC chancellors

are roughly a score point leWier. Though generally lower still, the responses

of the PI presidents are so diverse. as to be not comparable with the public

segments.

-11

7

ti
The standard deviations for the private college presidents, in the
extreme right hand column of the table, are almost invariably larger
than the SD's for the other three gfoups of chief administrators,
which fs consistent with the findings for the other constituencies.

A difficulty in drawing thes comparisons lies in the fact that the
sample of (27) PI preside and the sample of (23) institutions on
which the Table 22 data re based are not identical. In that the IGI's
from all the presidents ere returned anonymously, college identification
.c.; not known. The same situation applies to the other-three segments,
a though because of the high" return rate from UC and CC-chiefadministrators,
the diffipllty is not serious in these two segments.

to



11.3

Advanced Training and Research. The UC chancellors as a group
a

believe strongly in 'the pecessity for -oMpiehensive graduate schools on

their campuses. .Their average "Should Be" rating on thetAdvaoced Troin-
,

Llg goal exceeded that of. any of the UC on-cdmpus constituencies. A

higher rating wasrecw:-,d only by the samfile.of regents (1'.48).

contrast, the "Should Be" score for the CSUC presidents '3v08) was lower

than -the Corresponding scores for the other on-campus groups, d only

'siigihtly higher than the CSUC trustees' rating. The CSUC pres' nts

(and trustees), then, seem to stand as important voices generally not

favoring extensive expansion of postgraduate irograms within Lheir segment.4
d

.*As for the presidents of the privAP'ate institutions, what is most

striking is 'their extreme diversity (SD of 1.50 fa:- both "Is" r.nd'"Should

tr

Be") regarding the importance of Advanced Training, on their campuses..

Their average "Should Be" rating is only lightly higher than their "ls''

GAX.

With regard to Research as an instituti_'nal goal, the UC

chancellors, with a "Should Be" CA of 4._/32, stand 'yell above all the UC

constituencies (e.g., the weighted'(1AX for the UC faculty-is 3.99). The

CSUC presidents, on the other hand, rate this nal slightly lower in
4

importance than the other CSUC constituencis (wIghted faculty GAX, 3.24,

for example), though much higher than the sample CSUC trustees,

4
2,09). Again, not knowing for which colleges the PI presidents wish a high

(or<low) priority for Research, about all that can be said is that .s a

4 Not no expansion, oiz.a cutting back (die presi -s' "ShouluBe" score
exceeds their "Is" rating).



144

group they are highly diverse in this regard.

Public Service. With respect to Meeting Local Needs as a

campus goal, the community college presidents are way out in front

of almost everyone in the states The UC chancellors see greater value in

this goal than do the other UC const.ituencies, particularly the faculty.

The same applies to the CSUC presidents: Significantly, the presidents

of the private colleges tend to give Sower "Should Be" rating to this

goal than do other people associated with this segment, with the discrepancy

the largest, between the presidents' score (3.08) and that of the community

Teople (x.50, Table 38) in the nine samples surveyed.'

Onthe Public Service dimension, the "Should Be" ratings of all

four samples of chief executives are fairly similar co 'those of the

respective on-campus conlituencies., They are substantially highet than

the ratings of the respective governing board members.

Vgher Education and Social Change. We sow earlier (Tables 45

and 46) than the pattern of scores for the goal area labeled Social

Elalitarianism tended to follow the pattern of differential selectivity

`across the segments, as would°be expected. The pattern for the chief

executives is similar, though more pronounced. Thus the CC presidents

rate ("Should 'Be") this goal considerably higher (4.15) than the other

groups in their sdgment; the CSUC presidents are, slightly below their

on-campus constituencies (though yell above,the systemAs trustees); the

UC chancellors are quite near the other ampus gioups (above the Regents);

5
Only a hrmdful of campu administrator and trustee samples stood higher,
as Can be read at thd top left of Table 38.
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and the private college presidents tend to value this goal F.ubstantially

less (2.58 than do the other constituent groups (excepting perhaps the saml*
Q

ple Of PI governing board members with a GE of 2.67).
6

Of the goals included in the IGI, Social CritiLismiActivism

is among the most controversial; it has ssuredly been a divisive issue in the

recent past. It continuesto he S)goal about which there is attitudinal

disagreement, as evidenced by the large Ftandard deviations at the bottom

'N
of Tables 49 and 50. 7 The presidents in the CSUC, CC and PI segments

are similarly not in agreement. Thu, to note that the mean "Should Be"

scores for all four groups of campus chief executives are remarkably alike

is not to say a great deal.
s.

The Campus Climate for learning. Concerning Freedom, the first

of the seven "process" goals covered in IGI, one sees again the pattern of

presidential perceptions of tie current ("Is") situation greatly exceeding

the corresponding perceptions of the other constituencies in the segment.

The high "Is" scores are the reason for the relatively small gaps_between

"Is" and "pould Be" ratings on the Freedom dimension for the presidents

(there is no gap for the CSUC presidents). Pr4 esidents' "Should Be" ratings

are generally similar to the on-campus groUps, and higher than the scores

of the respecti:e governing board members as well as off-campus community

respondents.

The Democratic Governance GAX's of the- UC chanceflorS both "Is"

and "Should Be," are the lowest of the four samples, perhaps reflecting

6 Within the sample of presidents, however, there is wine variation in
belief on this matter *(SD,

7 The UC and CSUC governing boa-is ate exceptions.
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cho lqrger average size of their campuses And the consequent judgment

that real:participatory governance is -difficult to attain.8 Compared

to the other three samples of presidents, the differenCes between the

"IS"perceptions of the UC chancellors and those 'of the other UC

constituencies are quite small. Thege differences are large indeed in

the CSUC system, and of moderate size in the community and private

'alleges. By contrast, the "Should Be" GAX's of all the pfesidents are

:fairly close to those ofthe other on-campus constituencies in their
LI

respective segments, so that "Is" "Should Be" gaps tend to be relatively

small (for the sample of CSUC presidents, the gap is .03).

As we poi d out earlier, everyone espouses Community (as

defined in the IGI) as A college goal. True to form, the presidents see

much more of it on their campuses than do the other constituencies, and

they seem to want it even more strongly than the others. The "Is"-"Should

Be" gap is largest for the UC chancellors,and smallest fspdrthe PI

1..resi_nts, which is not unexpected if desire for community is related to

cainpu size.

Qn the Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment dimension, tne data

for the presidents in the public sector (again) follow the expected patterns:

"Is" GAX substantially higher'and "Should Be" GAX somewhat higher than the

corresponding scores of the other constituencies in the segment; both "Is"

and "Should Be" scores highest for the UC presidents and lowest (though not

by much) for the CC presidents. 1n the private sector, "Is" perceptions

of the importance of this goal more nearly approximate the other constituent

8 We note, however, the relative diversity of their beliefs on this matter
(SD, 1.13).
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groups,
4
and the pusidents' "Should Be" score is slightly lower than those

of the other constituencies in the segments. The relatively low "Should Be"

GAX and small "Is"-"Should Be" gap could be a reaction to the severe financial

difficulties that many private collegts are facing.

Innovation and Change on the Campus. Again, this time on the

Innovation goal area, there is the pattern of elevatedepresidential

perceptions of the present situation; those of the sample of CSUC presidipts

(3.53) are especially divergent from the general understanding in the

segment (unweighted FAC, 2.59;,UDS and GS, both 2.47; ADM, 2.74; TR, 2.86;

COM, 2.74). "Should Be" aspirations for a greater capacity fcr innovation

are notably strong in the UC chancellors and CC presidents, outstripping

the general thrust of opinion in the two segments--particularly the' beliefs

of the respective governing board members. The Innovation "Should Be" GAX

is t'he lowest for the private institution presidents, and the extent of

variation within the sample is unexpectedly small (SD, .79).

Except in the CSUC segment, presidents' perceptions of the

importance currently accorded Off - Campus Learning as an institutional goal

are quite close to those of the other constituencies. As for "Should Be" -

beliefs, those of the CSUC presidents are clearly the strongest of the four

groups (and a 3 exceeded by only a handful of individual campus constituencies

throughout"the state). It is important to note that there is considerable

variation in opinion about the appropriateness of institutionally sponsored

off-campus learning within all four groups of campus chief executives (all

four SD's are over 1.00), as indeed there is .7ithin every segment /constituent

group considered in the study (all the "Should Be" standard deviations at

the bottom of Tables 73 and 74 are Over 1.00).
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Institutional - Accountability. In general, the presidents' "Is"

ratings of the importance bf Accountability/Efficiency are well above the

corresponding ratings of the on-campus groups, and fairip close to the

perceptions of their respective governing board members. As-for the "Should

Be" scores; the highest of the four groups was from the UC chancellors,

whose score (4.25) is much higher than those of the other UC constituencies,

including not just the faculty (3.01) but also the sampt.es of reggnts (3.85)

and off-campus people (3.55). In the other three segments, the presidents'

beliefs about the ("Should Be") importance of Accountability/Efficiency'
r

jibe almost exactly with the beliefs of their governing boards, and rather

badly with the opinions ofigtheir faculties.

O.

Q
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'Chapter V

VIEWS ON SELECTED STATEWIDE POLICY ISSUES

The objective in this short chapter is to summarize the ratings,

given to the ten statemer ., relating to state4higher education policy

ialternatives that were added to the IGI. Written by the projec staff,

these statements were meant to survey opinion within the state's academic

communities abbut issues judgedto be significant for higher education .

generally in the' state.

While some of the ten issues and policy' concepts may not seem in

'the nature of goals, they were nonetheless written in the format of the
c

goal statements in the IGI in order to take advantage of the available

answer 'space in the IGI booklet (p. A10) and the standard IGI data analysis

routines.

Two kinds of summary data are given in Table 82 for each of 26

segment /constituent gzoups for each of the ten statements. The figures in
,\ -

;
the upperrow of each pair are item means.

1.
They may range between 1.0 and

5.0 and can be interpreted in the terms of the IGI response format-2.0,

"of 16w importance;" 3.0, "of medium importiance;" 4.0, "of high importance;"

and ,so forth. The higher the item mean, in skrt, the greater the "Should

Be" importance of the'topic in the opinion of the respondent group in

question.
2

The lower row of entries for each. statement are item standard

1
Computational illustrations are on page C3.

2
Only "Should Be" ratings were asked for. See page Al2.
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deviations,, which indicate the degree of variation in responses arouna the

item mean; the larger the SD, the greater the spread of responsesthe

. greater the disagreement about ti_' _ importance of the topic within the

group in question.

Generdlly, the number of respondents (not given in the table) in

each of the 26 groups included in Table 82 ar6 a fourth to a third smaller

than the N's given in Appendix C and at the bottom of the tables in Chapter

III. This is because a good many people it he survey, for whatever reasons,

failed.to respond to the materiaLon the inse. (the .ten statements relating

to state policy). So few UC Regents and CSUC Trustees responded to these

0items that their ratings were not tabulated.

Now, a brief summary of the highlights.

(101) Vouchers. Quite as expected, the constituent groups-in the

private sector rate this concept very high (around 4.0)--higher, in fact, than

therating.given for any of the ten items. In the public sector, students

give strong support; Tollowed in descending order by off-campus people,

.

faculty, administrators, and campus chief executives (whose ratings centered

around 2.0--"of little importance").

(102) Co11064ive Bargaining. The faculties, whoce interests would

'"N

chiefly be serve'd by the policy, give moderate to fairly strong support, with

the CSUC and CC faculties somew more in favor of collective bargaining on

their campuses than the UC or PI professors. Of the remaining constituencies,

students are the most supportive, followed by administrators and community

people, with governing board members and campus chief executives recording

the lowest ratings.



(103) Tenure. Low (item-mean) scores indicate the opinion that

current faculty tenure arrangements should not be altered. While the

lowest score's in ,thgo.table, perhaps naturaLly, are-the faculties', there

are differences from one segment to another, with the UC, laculty the most

protective (2.1) and professors in the private sector teaseprotective

(2.9). CC and PT governing.board members, off-campus citizens, and =der-

graduate and graduate students quite strongly favor. clianges.--AdMin-

istrators occupy the middle ground (Iii reality as well as attitudinally,

one supposes), although the Sample of private college administrators rather

strongly supports tenure reforms.

ti

(104) Three-Year BA. Except for some reluctance from the fa-
.,

culties (understandable, given the tight academic job market), there is wide

support for'such a plan. Undergraduate ratings are the highest (arOund 3.8),

with all the other segMent/constituent groups (except facultiA) following

just below (around 3.5). The samples of private college presich?nts am;

ddrinistrators. particularly like the idea--;

(105) fuition-Free 14,iblic First Two Years. The idea of making

the first two years at all public,colleges and universities tuition-free is

of course warmly supported by undergraduates in all four segments. In the

other constituencies, there is substantial variation, with respondents

associated with the private colleges, very reasonably, the least in favor

of the notion. Interestingly, the UC chancellors almost to a man of
A

only .5) profess extraordinary support. Off-campus citizens tend not to

be notably enehusiastit about such a measure, although their opinions differ

considerably (SD's of 1.5).
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.(106) Required Tuition at LC and CSUC. Generally thole i not.' ,-

much variation across--the 26 groups. The important exceptions are the UC

chancellors who uniformly:(SD, only .5) voice endorsement for the tuition-
.,

free public university (the tradition in the state). UC professOrs.and

administrators tend to the same position. Off-campus respondentsIte the

tuition policy higher than on-campus respondents in the public sector.,

although the margins of differe .e are-not' 16.rge.

Enrollment of Non. 'igh School.Graduates. Here again there

is relatively little, variation across the segment/constituent groups.

Community college presidents and administrators strongly support the Policy,

which already applies to their campuses (for, persons over age 18). In the

UC and CSUC ,yst'ems, where this policy might have some (small) impaet, only

the UC ihancellors

f7.

express unusoalfinterest (item mean of 4.0).

(108) Regional Cooperation. &ice again, this is a concept for

which there is moderate to strong support generally throughout the state.

Relative reluctance was registered by the UC faculty, chancellors, and

administrators. Relative interest, for good reasons, was shown by the

private college:constituencieswith the apparent exception, significantly,'

the trustees. \

(109) Required Lower Division Enrollment at Community Colleges.

Of the ten stated policy alternatives considered, this one clearly drew

the least support. While the ratings of the CC constituencies are

the highest, they range around (only) the "moderate" level of importance

(about 3.0), and there is co§6iderable divergence of opinion about the idea

within each community college group (SD's of 1.3 and 1.4).



(110) Screening of Governing Board Nominees. By contrast, this

proposal, of the ten presented, generated the strongen supp.irt throughout

the staielsacademic communities. Sentiment for this notion, which would

mean that the Governor would not have total freedom to select nominees for

the UC Board of Regents, CSUC Board of Trustees, and the Cammunity College
d

Board of Governors, tended to be strongest in the UC segment and weakest in

the community colleges, although these differences were generally quite

small. (The proposal has little or no meaning for the private sector.)
, -

.**

A
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Chapter VI,

'SUMMARY AND 1MPLICATION

OverView and Summary Analyses

155

We.described in chapter I some of the beaground of 9* survey,

. .

focusing on the desire of the Joint Committee on the Master Plan to

include all the state's colleges and universities in.a cooperative

project to define goals .for higher education in California, and the

availability of a newly developed Insituelonal-Goali Inventory (IGI)from

Educational Testing Service as ;i means for implementing the' project. The

objectives of'the undertaking were fourfold: (1) to gather relevant data

from the state's campuses for use, by the.Joint Committee in preparing.a

statement of purposes for higher education in California; (2) to survey

lay citizens, for the same reason; (3) to enable a great many eople

associated with the state's colleges and universities--close to 24,000-

to register their opinions about higher educational goals, and (4) to

provide an opportunity for each campus to engage in an internal'self study

of campus goals. We discussed two potential limitations on the study: (1)

the variation in campus data collection procedures owing to the flexibility-

within-guidelines survey plan; and (2) the relative difficulty encountered

in surveying off,campus people.

IniChaptkr. II mo of the methodological aspects ofthe project

1 %
To include samples of faculty upper division and graduate students
(day avid evening students at, the community colleges), administrators,
governing board members at the community and private colleges, and
a sample cross-section of community people living near the campus.



4
were set forth.,'The Institutional Goals Inwitory w.s described from the

standpoints of its purpose--to assist colleges in defining their goals;

development,- -the product of two efrli.,21- pilot studies; and item contents

an4 theoretical basis- -90 goal. statements centering on 13 "outejme" goals

and seven "process" goals. A data collection chronology was detailed,

beginning c.Ath cooperative planning involving the staff of the Joint

Commit and the presefittwriter, and ending with the forwarding of IGI

score reports to the partitipating institutions, the direct mail survey

of campus chief executives as well as UC regents and CSUC trustees, and

'the-formation of a technical liaison committee for reviewing proposed

analytic strategies and the draft report. Next, the several data analysis

proceduies used in the study were outlin "d. Finally a detailed explanation

of the entries in'the tables in Chaptei- III.was.given for the reader who

J4sheS amore or'less complete understanOing of all the results from the

survey.
).

Then lin the lengthy Chapter III we laid out the basic results\

of the study, with the data and accom anying discussion o anized by

t#pe of goal--beginning with the sever instructional goals and ending

wich'"institutional accountability" as a possible college ("process") goal.

For each of the 20 goals, or "goal areas," as we have called. them, results' /,

in the form of average perceptions of both the current "Is" importance o#

the goal on the resirdent's campus as well as his opinion about the

"Should Be" importance of the goal are given. For each kind of goal, the

data are presented by segmenticonst4uent group - -that is, parate results

for fakulty, students,9and so forth, in each' of the four ifornia

education segments (UG, CSUC, community colleges, private institutions).
4



1'
1

"Is" and "Should.Be" scores for eaclk. campus const ituent group ro plotted,-/

thus showing fox,. each goal thedistributionof beliefs ny campus for

the constituency (e.g., UC faculty) being considered. Summary data are given

in the formof means and standard devisations, separately using (1) he
te,

institution and (2) the individual respondent as the unit of analysis. In

ar Idditionzl apalysis, the faculty and student data were weighted to

Adjust for difforoncos in campus size.
3

In Chapter IV the results from the UCehancellors and the CSUC

community college, and private institution presidents were presented and

discussed. finally in Chapter V the ratings on the ten specially written

statements *eldting to various statewide higher educati a Wicy alterna-'

tives were given, with the data organized according to 26 segment/constit-
sc

uent groups (UC faculty, community college governing board members, and

so forth).

a
For this 4concluding chpter, 'we have assembled the key data

from Chapters III and IV into six tables designed Co variously summarize

the main findings from the survey and provide a starting point for.

considering some of the possible implications of the finhngs.

'Tables 83 through 36 show how each of the-seven constituencies

associated with each segment-rank the 20 general institutional goals

(included in the IGI),in terms of the importance they believe their

gqt1

2

Because of the great number of community colleges in the study, only
the three highept ar.d three lowest "Is" and "Should Be" campus
constituent groups were plotted.

l This rather expensive analysis prqved not to be cost effective.
".

Differences between weightdd and unwe4ghted mean scores seldom
exceeded . of. 1 score point.



(

I ,S

campuses should attach to each goal. ,The entries are the unweightrl means

based on individuals (rather than institutions) as the unit of ana \ ysis.

Thus the top left entry in Table 83,

under Faculty corresponds tq the FAC mean "Should B?" (M SB) score Of 4.25

at the bottom of Table'5-in Chapter,sIII.4

"Int Orien" (Intellectual Orientation)

MI*

The key'tp the entries in 'the tables is the following:

Ac Dev,

Int Orien
lnd Dev
Hum/Al'

Cul Awar
Tra Rel.
Voc Prep
AdV Tr
Res

MEN
Pub Ser
Soc Egal
SoGq.,Crii

Fr

Dem Gov
Comm
Int Envir
Tnnov

O-C Learn

Account

IGI Coal. Are,.

Academic. Development
- Intellectual Orientation

Individual Personal Development
- Humanism/Altruism

- Cultural/Aesthetic Awareness
- Traditional Religiousness
- Vocational Preparation
- Advanced Training
Research t

- Meeting Local Needs
Public Service

- Social Egalitarianism
- Social Criticism/Activism

- Freedom

Democratic Governarice
- Community

Intellectual/Aesthetic
Innovation

Oft-Campus Learning
- Accountability/Efficiency

Environment

In perusing these tables, one sees that certain of the goals are

rated very high by most all the constituencies in all four segments.(

Intellectual Orientation,' as a student outcome goal, and Community, as an

4
Thus in addition to indicating,r-lative preference among the goals, the
tables also show the (average) rating of (preferred) importance given
each goal by the segment/constituent groups. An IGI score of 1.0 means
"of no importance, or not applicable;" 2.0, "of 'low importance;" 3.0,
"of medium importance;" 4.0, 'of high importance;" 5.0, "of extremely
high importance." The number of respondents in each group is given at
the bottom of the tables In Chapter
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Table 83 "Should Be" Ranking of Goal Areas: University of California Constituencies

Constit-

uency:

IGI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

1

4.0

3.9

3.8

li

3.7'

36

B.5

34

'3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.;

% 1.b

1.5

FACULTY

Int Orien

Comm

Int Env1r,Fr

Adv Tr
Res

,

Ac Dev

.

Innov,Dem Gov

Ind Dev

Pub Ser

Ham/A1t

Cul Awar

'alP °I,

Account

',

Accunt

Soc Crit

O-C Learn
:',Dc Egal

Tra Rel

UPPER
DIVISION
STUDENTS

Fr

Int Olen
Ind Dev
Int Envlr

Dem Goyriww
'Adv Tr

Hum/Alt
Pub Ser

Voc Prep

Res,Soc Cri
Ac Dev

MLN

Cul Awar

0-C' Learn

Account
Soc Egal

/
era Rel

GRADUAT
STUDENTS

Int Orien
Corn ,

Fr

Int Envir

Adv Tr
Dem Gov
Innov

Ind Dev

Bes
Ac D 'Ser

Hum/Alt
Voc Prep
Soc Crit
M414

_

Cul Awar

Account
0-C Learn
Soc Lai

7/.

Tra Rel

i

ADMINIS-
TRATORS

Comm Innov,Accoun
Int Or/en

Adv Tr

es,Int Envi

Fr
'
Ad`Dev

4§

Ind Dev
:

Innov
Dem Gov

.

Pub Ser \

Ogg9426
mix
Hum/Alt

Cul Awar

Soc Crit

.

0 Learn
Sc._ Egal

,

Tra Rel

CHANCELLORS

Comm

Int Oren

Re` :,,,,r

Adv Tr

Fr
Ac Dev

Ind Dev

MLN

ME/14.,

Dem Gov

t,4

Voc Prep

Cul Awar

--_::::-_ -

. 0-C Learn

Soc Crat

-,,

Soc Egal

.__

REGENTS

Adv Tr

Comm

Res

Int Orien

'Ccount
Int Envir

.

Ind Dev
Fr
, s

Voc Prep

Innov

...1.- .

Hum/Alt
--Dem.Cov
Pub Ser

/

,

/

Cul Awar
0 -C Learn

Soc Egal
Soc Crit

Tra Rel

COMUNITY
PEOPLE

.

..)

Comm
Int Orlen

Int Envir
Ind Dev
Adv Tr

Voc Prep
Ac Dev

Res
Hum /Alt

Innov
Agount

Dem Gov

PbRu Ser

Fr

et* War

._ .

Soc Crit
0-C Learn
Soc Egal

Tra Rel

Tra Rel
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Table 85

/

"Should Be" Ranking of Goal Areas: Community College

ADHINIS-
TRATORS

Voc Prep.

Comm

Ind Dev

w

MLN'

ilinrien
Soc Egal

Dem Gov
Int Envir
Account

Hum/Alt

*
Ac Dev

Fr

Pub Ser

.

Cul A-,r

Soc Crit

0 -C Learn

Tra Rel

Adv Tr

Res

/
Constituencies /

Constit-
uency:

IG? Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4.2

4.1
-

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

3.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4
.

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

6

1.5

FACULTY

.

Corn
Voc Prep

Ind Dev

Int Orien

MLN

Dem Gov

IN°Lvir

Soc Egal

N6m/Alt

Ac Dev ,

Account

Pub Ser
Cul Awar

Soc Crit

0-C Learn

.

Res

Adv Tr
Tra Rel

DAY

STUDENTS

.

Voc Prep
___.

Ind Dev

Comm

Int Orien

Fr
HDem,92v

wlit'tielvir
Ac Elp,_ 1c Ega
Mbrgib. Ser

Soc Crit
Account

Adv Tr

0 -C Learn
Cul Awar
Res

Tra Rel

EVENING,

STUDENTS

Voc Prep

Ind Dev

Co
Orien

Ac Dev

MLN
Hum/Alt
SoinEgthir
Dem Gov

Ile°ger
Fr
Account

Adv Tr

Soc Crit
0 -C Learn

Res
Cul Awar

Tra Rel

.

...

1

PRESIDENTSi

Voc Prep

Comm

.

Ind Dev
.-'

MLN

Int .ien,
Soc Egal
Int EnvLr

Dem Got;
Hum/Alt
Account

Fr
Ac Dev

,-

Pub Ser

Cul Awar

Soc Crit

0 -C Learn

Tra Rel'

Adv Tr

Res

1

TRUSTEES

'

Vol
.

Prep

Comm

.

Ind Dev

AcCount
MI X

Int Orien
,..

Int Envir

----'
43try

nnov
Ac Dev

soc'Egal

Hum/Alt
Fr

Pllb ser

Cul Awar

,

Soc Crit

0 -C Learn

iler

Res

Adv Tr
Tra Rel

,

t

, .
i

/COMMUNITY
PEOPLE

Voc Prep

nd Dev,Comm

I Int Orien

_ul.,;,/,....------4

Ac Dev
Int Envir
-Accont

Hum/Alt
oc Egal,
m Gov,Inno

Pub Ser

Fr

Cul Awar

Soc Crit

0 -C Learn

Adv Tr

Res

Tra Rel

0
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Table 86 "Should Be" Ranking of Goal Areas: Private Institution Constituencies

TRUSTEES

Comm

Int Orien
Ind Dev

Int Envir

Account
Ac Dev

Hum/Alt

I nnov

Cul Awar
Dem Gov

Tra Rel

MLN

Fr

Voc Prep

'

Pub Ser

Soc Crit

,,

Soc Egal

Adv Tr

R826 Learn

. .

COMUNITY
PEOPLE

.

Coy,
Int Orien
Ind Dev

Int Envir

Ad:aft
.

Account

Voc Prep
Innov -

MLN

Dem Gov

Cul Awar

Pub Ser

Fr

Adv Tr

Soc Crit

Tra Re),
Soc Egal

Res
0 -C Learn

t

Constit-
uercy:

ICI Score

4.5

4.4

4.3

4 . 2

4.1

4.0

3.9

3.8

3.7

-3.6

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.2

.48.1

3.0

2.9

2.8

2.7

2.6

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2.1

2.0

1.9

1.8

1.7

1.6

1.5
.,,

FACULTY

YETOrien

Int Envir

Ind Dev

Ac Dev

Hum/Alt

P41°Lv

Fr

Cul Awar

Account

Uri

Pub Ser
Voc Prep

Soc Egad

Res,0-C Lear

Tra Rel

Adv Tr

UPPER
DIVISION
STUDENTS

Ind Dev
Comm

Int Orien

Int Envir

Dem' Gov
Innov,Fr
Hum/Alt

Ac Dev

Voc Prep
Account

Cu? Awar

Soc Crlt

MLN
Pub Ser
Adv Tr
0.(- Learn

Res

II

Tra Rel

,

.

GRADUATE
STUDENTS

--..._

Ir ,rien

Ind Dev
Comm

Int Envir

Innov
Fr

Dem Gov,
Hum/Alt

Ac Dev

Cul Awar
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1(1; II

'.

educational "process goal," are examples of what we will refer to as

"consensus high importance goals." Other goals may be consistently ranked

(and rated) quite high in one segment but not in the others; Advanced

Training by the UC constituencies, Vocational Preparation in the community

colleges, Individual Personal Development in the private colleges, would

be examples. On the other hand, there are goals that are fairly consistent-

ly near the bottom of the rankings, and also low in terms of importance

rating--thouih the latrex tends to vary considerably by constituent group.

Traditional Religiousneds (as it should be in the public sector), Social

Criticism, Social Egalitarianism, (except in the community colleges) Off-

Cam us Learning, and Accountability/Efficiency are examples.

It is interesting;- and-probably reasonable and tc05-e expected;

that students, and to some extent, community people, view the importance

of the various goals in less differentiated fashion than do the other

groups. Thit is, compared to the other constituencies, students and

oft-campus citizens have a less clear sense of priorities--of whit should

and should. not be important. For, the student groups, except for Traditional

Religiousness, nearly all the goals are rated withina range o_ one score

point (roughly 3.1 to 4.1). Of the constituent groups included in the

. study, governing board members (except in the private sector) easily have

the sharpest sense of the relative importance of various institutional

goals.

Table 87 gives both the "Should Be" and "Is" rankings of the 20

goal areas for the 28 segment /constituency groups; Here the data are

organized first by constituency (faculty, undergraduates, etc.) aid then

by segment. The lower the number, the higher the rated importance of the

I

I
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goal, either in terms of "Should Be" opinion (the upper figure of each

1
pair) or perceived level of present importance (the lower figure).

The entries in this table enable one readily to' identify goals

for which there are discrepancies between "Is" perceptions and "Should Be"
- --,

.
-).beliefs for particular constituent groups. To'the extent the two numbers

(ranks) iv given pair differ, the people in the constituency would tend

to want a change, a reordering of the priorities. Some of the clearftt

instances: students on Individual Personal Development and Academic

Development; faculty on Intellectual/Aesthetic Environment and Accountability/

Efficiency_; adMinistrators:On Freedom; 5 community people on Vocational

Preparation, Freedom, and Individual Personal Development. 6 .0

0 It is also interesting and perhaps instructive to compare ranks

across constituent groups. Sizeable discrepancies indicate conflicts of
,,cross

and potential camPtis discord: UC faculty and students on

individual Personal Development, CSUC and PI faculty and-students on

Vocational Preparation, students and governing board members on Democratic

Governlce, faculty and governing board members on Accountability.
-,4

Another way of summarizing the extent of agreement about

priorities between segment/constituent groups is by means of the rank

order correlations given in Table 88. For this final analysis, such

correlations (Spearman's rho) were calculated betWeen the "Should Be" rank

orders (directly. from Table 87) for each pair of constituent groups, with

5 Although their actual "Should Be" ratings tend to be slightly higher
than their "Is' scores (see Tables 53 and 54).

6 What, one wonders, is the meaning of the public's strong support for
human development as a college goal, together with the low regard for
freedom as a quality of campus life? Seemingly the (adult) citizenry
would like a pattern of "human development" that is somewhat prescribed.
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lhe correlations are general4s: nh commaij.ty college
4.

and yrivat, institution (onstfuencies than LI.. v ;a tilc, University

nud CSUC segments. Thissil-eans :-hat there is .v,teeThent among the

,constituencies 1s-the two-s,eni:ctiz,puhlic sectors--chey are less "together,"
-

,

in the argot tf*thMay--about what,goals their campuses should serve.

The correlations for the community and private cc,aleges tend to be high

indeed; only one rho in eah matrix is below .80--bot t. involving trustees

and students.
4

The lower correlations for the UC and CSVC'segments are evi-

dence of conflict:- ,,f inreret, of constituoncies at cross purposes

with one another. in both segments, of the sis correlations involving

upper division students, four are below .80., For Hot the IC

regLats And the CSUC trustees, the wide variation in correlations is

significant. Fo l. the sample of regents, they range from highs of .90 and

.89 with administrators and presidents respectively, to a low of .54 with

the undergraduates (the lowest rho in the four matrices). For the sample
. ,

of CSUC Lrw;teL:,, the range as from .92 with the off-campus public to

identical .66's with the faculty and undergraduates.
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General Implications for Policy

What are we to conclude from all the results of the survey: '.,:11,11

are the implications for tigher education policy in thy; State: The

data, we think, "speak for themselves," although what the.data say will

mean different things to different readers. In a spirit of seeking for

useful ideas and insights, weufge readers to studs' the tables and draw

their own conclusions and meanings, both for individual campuses and

statewide systems. In the balance of this chapter, five general

implications that seem important,to this writer are set forth.

. (1) Diversity and homogeneity in multi-campus systems. From the

campus "Is" plots in Chapter III, one gains the impression of substantial
e

3

existing _similarity or homogeneity among the component institutions in the

three public sectors. This conclusion is strengthened:certainly, when the

distributions of the public campuses are compared_to the private institutions

(the SD(1),IS%s for the private institutions are invariably much higher,

.for all ceitituencies on all goals).

Furthermore, and possibly of greater significance, the "Should Be"

pressuresarQ generally in the direction of greater homogeneity. For example,

the eight UC faculty "Should Be" piocs are closer together than the curres-

ponding "Is" plots for 15 of the 20 goal trees (of tl remaining five, two

are ties). For the CSUC faculties s there is greater "ShouliBe" homogeneity .

on 13 of the gf _Ls, (with one tie); community college faculties, 14; private

institutions 12 (and one tie). These pressure's are not limited to faculties,'

as the reader should discern for himself by looking again at the 'distributions

of campus plots in the tables in Chapter III. (The "Should Be" plots for the

CSUC administrator samples, as another example, are more homogeneous for 16

rt
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of tile 2, ._(.11

we1 rgie t1i homogeneitysimilarity 01 in.:titut-lons--is

not in the interest!: 0 students in diverse. pluralist so.ciez, ,:1

It .crobabv in the intkrosts of economy and tffieielh-y. At the if,:k 01

some over.,:mplificatien,he internal p-.:essures (mainly faculty and

administrdtor) qeem to ,be in the direction of making every paL:ic (four yea) )

campus into a "general" .campus, The rhetoric of the "general' or "balanced"

campusto be like Berkeley--seems designed more serve interests of

the academics than the interests of students And the public. The best case
A/

Vor the 'generai" AB-MA degree campus can perhaps be made for institut ions0

located in outlying, sparsely populated areas, wheie a single college must
1

meet a great variety of educational needs.

rhe alternaave pollcy of course is one of instittitional diversity

and ,Tecializ.ation. We should be quick to.note that tbis has long been A

. policy ol the 6ordiaating Council on Higher Fducation,and the University

of California Board of Regents, with the chief result being that graduate

pr,)fesional school:, have not been allowed to proliferate.

We would suggest that there'-be'greater atten tion to planned diversity,

that diversity among.component campuses become'a paramoung system purpose.

The chief argument would be that student (and the state's) interests are

A
better served by operat ing a limited number of excellent piograms'in a given

field than by a much larger humber of nominally similar programs, many of

which sould be mediocre. For example, rather than the present situation, it

would be he ter--all thing.. considered--for there to be a dozen first-rate BS-MS

physics programs in the publ'ic four-year institutions (e.g., to prepare high

school physics teachers) and a half dozen similarly excellent doctoral programs
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Jill physics. Campuses should mil Id on exist in:: ! ren.th-.: .1.t ;u nue i

of faculty expertise and other resohrcos could he augmented to .rcaLe teal

wnters of, excellence; nominally similar programs at 'other c'ampuses,

especially campuses in the same metropolitan region could be phased out'

(transfesing faculty and other resources to the augmented programs).

Besides the presence of specialized a ademic programs, there can bJ

many other bases for institutional diversitypublic and community service
_

emphases, artL.tic= and other cultural orien at ions. what we've railed
o-

individual/personal development, and so fo, 01%. One ,o,eneral covwiderution

/
...

in plantAng-for diversity and institutiolal.uniquoness, which has been
4.

,
i realized to some extent on some Calif° nia campuses, would be explicitly to

create campuses- -their curriculuM, a chitecture,- spirit or ethos -Lo reflect

the 1nique configuration of economic, cultural, ethnic, and related- factors

that define the city or region in which the campus is located and some

degree serves.?

(2) Constituent group commitment to basic goals.-'We think it importiv,t

that there he substantialcow.mitment among the various cOnstituencies to

fundamIlt,al institutional goals (which does not mean .thought control and

.down -the -line conformity). 'The contention is that broad acceptance of the

general nature and mission of.the institution (including its mission Within a

systJm of institutinas) makes for internal loyalty, cooperation, morale--

'and better teaching, learning, and achievement of other campus goals.

The:Correlations in table 88-for the community colleges and private
t4-

institutions suggest already good levels of internal agreement-about preferred

7
I have discussed elsewhere (Petersoi, 1971b) some ideas for Planning and
coordinating post secondary educati)n in metropolitan regions.
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ILlik,institutional priorities. Tho situation is less sotisfact ry for too two

senior puolic soctols. The material in Tables .83 thron01 88 point to

sons q.t'r. ot Awvement And dis(lreement ).eneraliv in each :.er.mont.. individn,1
A

gene

We

eiihcr more "together" or more 4ividea, kompared to }he.

or the segnent indicated in .the Table 88 eornelation;:8-

in Chapter III to some of the campuses where differenLei "mong

constituent s, on and off campus, seem especially serious.

run is mo,7e important. What is needed is: (1)'a I
comprehensie and farsighted conception of the purposes of higherftdvation

1,-
in California: (2) conceptions of purposes for the severalsystems that are

mutually complementary, and consistent with that for the state*cverall; and

(3) definitions of the goals for each' of the component inSt4utions ,that

are consistent with both the segment and statewide conceptions. idially,

as we have said, the process of defining mission, at all levds, siould be

particirttive, drawing on theideas and belis.fs of faculty .stviea s, and

4

staff, the campuses, governing bdard members, as well as fnterested lay

citizens and their representatives.
4,-

Once the purposes and goals been determined, work would begIn

toward building wide understanding an sport for the goals conception

among the constituencies on the campuses, ant' ensuring that it is ever-

present benchmark for campus decisions and operations.

(3) Goals as dictating structure. Though.not a conclusion der 'red

from the survei,,it is worth reiterating what we :mplLed earlier, dnd That

8 Each campus, using their data from the survey, could easily calculate
a correlation matrix similar to C )se .n Table 88.

(<

.

1
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a

many modern organi?..itional theorists are saying: ghat the goals of in
\

, .
institution should prescri' not only its fun-rtions (what it does), but

also its structural -(organiziltional) and governance (decision - making)

pro- educes. The idea is that there should be 'a kind of" internal coherence

among all the edeTents of a campus' operations, with the policy -as-
/

goal -s conception as the touchstone.

If we assume institutional diversity to be system policy, we would

expect to find not just curricular specialization, but also a variety1 of

rrganizational arrangements. Thus the college devoted'to high-standards-

preparation-for-graduate-work in the traditional academic 'sense could be

withorganized along traditional department lines, with the preponderance of

decision authority going to the resident academic professionals and (indirectly)

Co

their national guilds and associations. Campuses at which regional and

community service is a high priority goal could be organized into multi-

disciplinary social problem units, with relevant off-campus professionals

having a strong advisory voice in cathiSus affairs. Institutions emphasizing

vocationak pr4aration--training for more or less immediate entry into the

job market--would,be structured into general occup.ationar fields, with

campus work and on-the-job experience close'ly integrated, and-with local

. employers heavily involved in campus planning. Several university campuses

might be designated Graduate Centers, with their work centerinwon research,

advanced graduate and profes'sional training,9and participation in national

and international intellectual communities; Rockefeller University is N\
ItIZ4

possible model; a case can also be made (the publie_interest can be served),

9 In Fable 88, the correlation between th, "Should 15" goal rankings of It
tactiley and cC graduate students was very high--.96(compared to a rho of .84
for facultv'and undergraduates).



4 think, by the state supporting an ;,,Etittion tae tl.es o. t-e

Institute fc r Advanced StuJy at Prin.ceton, o: Tnst.ItnL, Advanced

Study in the Behavioral Sciences ,n f a a Alto.

4IP*

P
(4) the noed toraublic understandin. it was c;.:11- .m the

results in Chapter 111 that the (loc.i!) citiz -)4-v Is out of twItp,:tn: with

what they perceke a :16mb.er of the cd:tou!;os to 1-e doih;-1.

most serious With regard to "process goals"--such as freed, :f:,

and other related aspects of campus life. Lay people, we cont..nd, cnn

understand and will accept institutional goals If campus officials will

make the effort to communicate . The public can cone to appreciate

the value of the university, for example, as a social critic ,Ind scurce 01
-

ideas for social betterment, and the necessity tot relative freedom,

controversy, and participation on the camous as requisit,:s for the intellect-

ual development of students and their growth toward responsible adulthood

in a free society.

On a different _levet, we would assert that the public at large

deserves t b( informed about the performance of the ,various units in the

crate's higher (Au_ .:.ion system. It done openly and imaginatively, such

rendering of account could lead beyond understanding and confidence on the

part of the public to their active support for many of the objectives and

ideals the state's colleges and universities may wish to work tow id in thk

year, all, ad.

) Ch....lenges to leadershiR. There would OeS,Ittany challenges to

the Laders of the segments and campuses- -if one as4.umes that the leadership
,
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s, es 1,) the pr= sent organizat-ion and delive- of higher euuct-:t ion

t, is not uncritical of a plan that sta:-ds after -.ort than a

10.deca.le '.)essibly unprecedented social change, and in some -legree aspires

to make the ,-;fate's colleges and universities an over more perfect instrument

for ...isLlividual and social betterment.

There would be the kinds of challenges outlined just above: to create

campuses that are truly distinctive, to articulate and build commitment to

institutional- goals, to develop structures and reach day-to-day decisions that

are consistent : with those goals, to build understanding between campus and

community,

There would be other challenges to leadership: to invent decision-

making procedures that are at once participative and efficient, to balance'

campus autonomy and system-wide coordination, to create--from the top down--a

cli. ate in which campus leaders can feel free to speak otf% and educational ideas

and issues car he openly and constructively debated, to help build °liege com-

munities in which people can work and learn with dignity, good rill, and joy.

*

The survey has provided us with a wealth of information about what

people in the state's academic communities believe their institutions should

he attempting to accomplish. In general, Were is substantial agreement

between oft- campus ettizens and the various on-campus constituencies regard-

ing the go,,Is the campuses should work toward.

10
Many observers would maintain that the Donohoe Act, in 1960, only codified
the ten existing status quo, and that the structure of California higher
education has not really changed in many years--not since the rise of the
junior colleges after World War II.

4
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Almost all g_oups, throughout the four segments, attach very high

importance to the goal of instilling in students an intellectual orientation--

as a competency ,for rational analysis in problem situations and a commitment

to continuous learning. Plastery of a specific body or bodies of knowledge

ranks much lower, particularly in the opinion of the 'students.) Students

and-community people als.o accord high value, as higher education goals, to,(1)

Jull development of the human personality, and (2) job training. University

of California constituencies (with students somewhat 4n exception) give high

rankings to advanced (graduate) training and research as rnstitutional.

goals. These are the "outcome" goals judged to be most importalit.

Considered equal in importance to these substan,ive goals was the

4
"process" goal that xie have labelled "Community." It seems significant indeed

that, regardless of which. "outcome" goals are desired, th_re.is 'Universal

agreement that campus life should be characterized b a sense of community--

by cooperation, mutual helping, respect, trust..

In reaching :understandings about purposes' for higher edutation in

'California, there Of course must be inputs other thansthe views of students

/
and academic professionals. The total arket for higher learning in the state

. .

needs to be detemined; who (by age, for example) is de ,irous of learning

what subjects in what settings? The market for trained and trainable man-

power in the next decade or two needs to be predicted; what kinds. of

employers want what kinds of talent, aad-which organizations ',Ash to do their

own training generally- educated" college graduate, for example)?

Possible relationship,' between the higher education establishment and various

governm,nt., civic, and cultural agencies need to be explored; how can all these

ALpstitutions cooperate CO conduct Lhe teaching, research, and public service

needed v the state?
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4

Many 6. h questions, however, will difficult to answer without

conception of what the social order will h like in the toreeeable

future. We need to onage in some futuristtes And perli4s in ,;0111.,

ethics: What kind of society night want? What values mrght we wi,;11 as

guides to behavior? What aspirations would we wtit to motivate and give

meaning to peoplelives? Despite contentions to the contrary,'I tl\ink we, can

be confideqt that a state's education system, if resourccfully planned andla

conducted, can contribute greatly toward realizing the future society The'

task then is to try to'imagine that good society, so that it can soo begin

to animate the purposes and plans that are to guide California highe

education in the years ahead.

0

p

a i

O
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, Al

THE; INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY . PP. Al
through

All

INSERT A: Goal statements' related to state policy
alternatives , p. "Air

Additional background questions for
'faculty, students, trustee, and
community people

INSERT B: State policy goal statements (same as
on Insert A, page A13).

Additional background questions for
administrators

p Al4

p

'Insert A, a Ingle sheet printed on both sides, was inserted in all

/IGI's distributed to faculty, students, trustees, and community people.

Insert B, which contained the same gate policy goal statements

together with a slightly different set of background questions, was

inserted in all IGI's distributed to administrators.
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IND

A I}t.

INSTITUTIONAL GOALS INVENTORY

(Form 1)

A

To the respondent:

Numerous educational, social,'and economic circu6.-istances have arisen that
have made it necessary for many colleges and universities in America to
reach clear and often new, understandings about their goall. During the late
1960s there were new demands, especially from students, for colleges to
assume,new roles and serve, new interests. Now, in the early 1970s, a wide-
spread financial crisis is making. it imperative for colleges to specify the
objectives to which limited resources may be directe

The InstittAielal, Goals Inventory (IGO was develo ed as a tool to help
college commuiiiti'es delineate goals and establish orities among them.
The inst ment does not tell colleges what to du in order to reach thegoals.
-instead,. it provides a means by which many inclividuals5'ind constituent
groups can contribute meir thinking aboit desired institutional goals. Sum-
maries of the results of this thinking then provide a basis for reasoned deliL .-
eratroffs toward final definition of college goals.

The Inventory was designed to embracepossible goals of all types of Amer-
ican higher education institutions- universities, church related colleges,
junior colleges, and so forth. Most of the goal statements in the inventory
'refer to what may be- thought of as "output" or "outcome" goalssubstantive

,,objectives colleges may vek to achieve (e.g., qualities of graduating students,
research emphases, kinds of ptiblic ,ervice) -Statements toward the end of
the instrument relate to "process" goalsgoals having to do with campus
climate and the educational process.

The MI is intended to be completely conftdentiat Results will be summa
r ized only for groupsfaculty, students, trustees, and so forth. In no instance

of individuals be reported The Inventory should ordinarily not
take longer than 45 minutes to complete.

,r
91114"

ti

A2
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page two

DIRECTIONS

The Inventory c;Nnsosts of 90 statements of
possible institutional goals Using the answer
key shown in the example below, you are
asked to respond to each statement in two
different ways

to prepare students, for graduate school ..

4

First How important is the goal at this
institution at the present time?

/ Then In your judgment, how Important
should the goal be at this institution?

EXAMPLE

Q

sh

IS

should be

MID Cr)

In the example, the respondent has indicated that he believes the goal "tp prepare studentsJor
,graduate schobl' is presentiy of low importance at his institution, but that it should be of high
Importance.

Unless'youhave been given other-
instructions, consider the institution
as a whole in making your judgments.

In givingtillou4Lbe responses, do not
be restrained by your beliefs about
whether the goal, realistically, can
ever be attainedafi campus.

Please try to respond ;to every'goal .

statement in the Inventory, by
c

blackening one oval after is and one
oval after should be,

Use any soft lead pencil. Do not
use colored pencils or a penink,

ball point, or felt tip.

l\brk each answer so that it
completely fills hlackens) the
intended oval Please do not make
checks (V) or X's

1/4

Additional Goal Statements (Local Option) (91 -110) A section is
included-for addition& goal statements of specific local interest or
concern. These statements may be supplied locally. if none are supplied.
leave them blank and go on to the Information Questions

Information Quest, ms (111 11/)' These questions are included to
enable each institu ISOI1 to analyze ti,e results of the Inventory in ways
that will be most meanrngtul__and useful to ,them Respond to each
question that applies.

Subgroups -Ind OptionalInfor in: ion Questions (118 '124)
Instructions may be giveh for marking these items If not, plea,i,
leave them blank

Copyright ©1972 by-EducciTional Testing SelvfLe All rights ieserved.

Published and dist:ibutdd by the

Institutional Research Program for Higher Education

Educational Testing Service. Princetbn. New Jersey 08540.
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Please respond to these goal statements
by hlkAemng one oval after is and one
if ter should he '

1 to he1,1 students acquire depth of kno.vledge in at
least one academic discipline .

should be C")

2 to train students.in methods of scholarly inquiry,
scient fid reseal ch and/or problem definition and
solu 116o

IS CD

should be C--")

CD

CD

3 to help students identify their own personal goals
and develop means of achieving them...

is CD

should be C"')

r")

CD

to ensure that students acqu:re a basic knowledge in
the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences..

IS

should be O
5., td increase the desire and ability of students to

under take self directed learning..,
IS

should he

CI) .CD

A4

) > CD

CD I" 71) CID .

CD

C) CU

to

") Cr) .

J

--r-
cz)

C_'

=.2)

)

6, to prepare students for advanced academic work,e.g.,
at a four-year college or graduate or professional
school...

IS

shou'd be

to develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge
from a variety of sources.

IS

should be O
CID

CD

(=.)

CZ-) C__.)

C)

CD C:7)

8 to help students develop a of selfwor.th,
self confidence, and a capacity to have an impact on

',events ..

is

should be

CO

( 2 ) ) GO

q to hold students throughout the institution to high
,,tanclaids of intellectual performance .

10

11

11111111

AMID

12

13

to instill in students a life-long commitment to

to hit,. students achieve deeper levels,of
self un lers' mg--
to ensure that students who graduate have achieved some
levet ol reading; writing, and mathematics competency...

41111P to hell) students be open, honest, Jril tatting in
then t tonshsps with others..,

is

should be

is try

should =)
is L7

should he

S

should be

is CD

should be CD

CD

CO

C_1_)

CU

CD

CD

,C.D CID

CD CD
-.4

co CD

CD

CD )

(ID CD

Cr" CD

CO CD

=.7 "=.D

( ) )



"'leder, remand to these goal statements
by IAN k. itmg one' oval after is and one
.11ter'shor rld he

page four

14!

1-

to ncouiatie students to become conscious of the
invortat moral issueeof our time..

, Is

should he

CD

O
CD

CD

(.._2__)

CID ( )

15 to increase students' sensitivity to and
..appreciation of vat ious forms of art and artistic

expression . ,

b --

,

is

should be

CD

O
CD

CD

0
Cr

CD

O
=-)

CD
16. to educate students in a particular religious ,

heritage.
is

should be

en--.'

(-=c Co
17. to help students understand and respect people from

diverse backgrounds and .ultures...
is

shoutd be

CO

CD

0
CD

CD CD a_.-)

18. to requite students to complete some course
work in the humanities or arts... ,

is

should be
(....:.),

15. to help students become aware of the potenflaIrties
of a foil time religious vocation ., _ is

should be

O
5 ' CM . CD O ( )

( )

20. to encoui age students to become committed to working
for world peace. ,

is

shoUld be

O CJ CZ?

CID CDO
21. to encourage students to express trtertselves artistically, e.g.,,

in music, painting, filmmaking -. J

'
'-'

1
i 'should die_ - .

CID

CD

O
CO

c._ );

i
c_.,CO O

22.

1 73

L---

to develop students' ability In understand and defend
.1 1111`0111(Ite7111101i1011.:

is

shOuld be

CO

cii
("- C_2_.)CD C-D Cr..)

. -
C71.7.)

r.:..D

in outageage students to make concern about the welfare
all mankind a ( entral par t Of then lives.

. is

should be

Cr-)
.O

OD

OD

CiD

CO( )

24

25

I 26.
i

to acquaint students with forms of artistic or literary .,
expressiOn.in non Western r ountries ...

is

shotikt he

r:=3,-

=
CD

O
CO

CD

CO
4

O
( ' )

CD
to help students develop a dedication to serving God in
everyday life

,
-

is

should be ( )

C s )

O CD CD CD
to nroVide opportunities for students t9 receive
training fur specifii occupational careers, e.g.,
accounting, engineering, nursing,.: ' .

is

should be

CD

CD

OD

cn
OD

©
CD

O
C. DD
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. 9111

'4.1

lipase respond to these god' statement:
by hlackentrig one o al atter is and one
attar should he

pain. l lye

27 to develop what would generally be regarded as a strong
and comprehensive graduate school .

28. to perform contract research for government, business,
or industry.

should

2<-9. to provide opportunities for continuing education for
adults in the local area, e.g , on a part time basis...

should be

IS

should 1w

C Cr-) cn

t-
c.4.) I CD

%CD

CD CL) C7j.) (:=

L

30. to develop educational programs geared to new and
emeging career fields.

is ( .7.:)

should

31. to provide training in one or more of the traditional
professions, e.g., law, medicine, architecture....

32. to `fer graduate progrins in such professions
as engineering, educz, ion, and social

33. to serve as a cultural center in the community
served by the campus...

34. to conduct basic research in the natural sciences...

35 to conduct basic research in the social sciences...

36. to provide retraining opportunities for individualS
whose pi) skills have become out of date...

is CID

should be (LD

is

should be

;s

should be

is

should be

is

( :) ( )

C:0 I C-1.-L) CT;

c ")

CD

(7, ) . (

CO CL) (.=

C7D

O
O
O

CID"

O

CD

C=D

( )

CD

CD CI)

CD CD

CID CID

CO CD

should be

37. to contribute, through research, to the general
advancement of knowledge..

38 to assist students in deciding upon a vocational
career...

39 to provide trained manpower for local-area business,
industry, and government... <

( 7 ) (-1)

CL_TD (=
D C_.

.D

O C
CD

CT.D

CID
t

Co

is

o;sho,! (.=

is

should be

I
should be

CD

( 1 ) (

CD

)
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Please ritoomi 'to these goal statements
'fir blackening one oral after is one
after should be

40 to facilitate involvement of students in neighborhood
and conimunity-setvice activities..

CL L? CE) I C-:Th

should 1w r CD Zr.7.--)

41. to conduct advanced study in specialized problem areas.
e.g through research institutes, centers, or graduate
programs.

is 0 C:D
""\ .

should

42 to provide educational experiences relevant to the .

evolving interests of women in America .

shpolci he

43 to provide critical evaluation of prevailing
phictires and value: in American society...

44.

is

should he L

to l)elp people from disadvantaged communities acquire
knowledge and skills they can use in improving
condif "Is in their own communities...

45. to move to or maintain a policy of essentially open
admissions, and then to develop meaningfu' educational
experiences for all who are admitted

46. to serve as a source cf ideas and recommenationsjor
changing social institutions judged to be unjust or
otherwise defective...

is LLD

shot.'d be

should be

is

should be

C.D

C;)

CD

CD

GD

CD CL) ,CD.
-1

CD '20 0 i C:.7)
.

CD ..C,,D = CID
CD CID CO (..: )

CID (.) ) (_ED c. : )

t= f CD LID L.'

CD CID

CO (MD

CD CD

47 to work with governmental agencies in designing new
social and environmental programs...

is

should be

CZD

CD

0
48. to offer developm ental or remedial programs in basic

skills (reading, writing, mathematics)

I.

49. to help students learn how to bring about change in
American society..

is

should be

Is

should-be

CD

CD

0
CID CO

cap CD

CD

CD

CD

50. to focus resources of the Institution on the solution
of major social and environmental problems..

is CZD 0 CD

should be CD 0
k" 51. to he responsive to regional and national pri dies

when considering new educational nrog ms for the
institution... should be G CTS

co CD

CZ)

52. to provide educational experiences relevant to the
tYolving interests of Black, Chicanos, and American
Indians...

\%

is CD CZ)

should be Cam
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i
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ballb

A

3

.
I

r

.

I

.

Rlease.cespond tQ,these

by bgacAening One-oval

aster should he

goal statements
after is and tine

1

page seven

I

t't- 0

I

5 to be engaged, as ah institution, in woryng for basic i* ,is
:

I t
istiould be

*. I. 0)

0.
I.

% 01'... 0
A .

CD -C--0

4co

co

. -
C..7D

0
CD-

.. . -
'changes in Amerean society..;

.. 1

..
.

s . , .
-

54. to ensure PM students are not prevented from hearing . .. :4

speak4rs presenting controversial points #f view... t
. '. a

' 4
wow*, .. .

-,..
_ ......

't
. is

should be

CO -

O
"c--,-) 1

C.......)i

(
t-'-')

.
.1O : G7

r I
55. tQ create a system of camriAgovernance that is

..

t
genuinely responsive to the concerns of all people at

I , the institution . r ; , .
.

. .
is

should be

.

CD
.

ILD

CD-
.

CD

i

CID

. -

C...TD

.
. 0, t

56. to maintain a elimate.in which faculty commitment to tb.
goals and wellbeing of institution is as spong as ,., ..

.com.ostment to professional careers... .
4,

is

slioulfte

C;)

CD

.O O
\cr./

O i

-

t I )
I

CIE01

.
. 0 --

57. to ensjire the freedom of students and, faculty US ehoosi _

their own fife kyles diving airangements;persbhal 1

' \ appearance, etc,.. .,- -4-1 '
..e" .

- i s

should be

CD/0
CD CP.

cn. , CD

^O
.

CD 1
,

.

1 58. -.to c-----------liell:-..aarrangeirtents by.Which students,facolty-
r

-administrattirs. and trustees carf b%signifiCantly '
. .. .. involveAn,campirsgovernanee.:-. .

. . .. ,. a . .

. is
N.

should be

0, ;
CD

(-11-)
i

, i

Ito
4

cb

CD

I

!

-
;

1

59. *tg.roaintain-a climate in.wfuch corpmunication throughout.
., s. o

, -
organizational:ducture is.open and candid:. - .

::. - . . s

.. ,is
.

should be

0
.,

cmCDCD
A

OD
-:

-CD i

r .
6. 4 t

k60. to place no i'ecrictions on officampus politipal
I activues bt tacAltytor studen,ts...., .

,

. .

f* '. . . .

I- .'

.

.. .

is

should be

0
C=>

I
0 I

t

CO
2. . ---------

('61. ,to decentralize decision ma irrg on the campus to -' .

..
.

..

I. tie gri.atesi extent possible...' , .

I r
!

41
----4a-- .

.
.

1 is

should be

4----)

orV i.

CD .

i ' ' ,.. .
1 62. to mannain a L /irypos climate in which differences of

i 4 opinion can be afi-ade,oPerily 4rufcamiCably...
1 i

.1 . :
.

.

-

is

should be

, Q
..

cb

,

C:D

C,

CD
.

5 1 , . .

1 63. to .protectothe right of faculty members to piesept
..,

unpppolar or c.mtroversial ideas in the'classroom.i..
e

-,
, .

o

is
-

should be

. .

CID ,CD.
,-;.-

, . .

64. to,asspre indiiiiduars the opportunity to participate or.
be repiesenteil in making any decisions that affect them...

.t . , .

--'

,

I

should be
'

is

sho41dt

CD

c-r1

(;13

Cr)'
-

Cr) ) CD
e__, .. .,__,.

.
'4

ere. to.inaincnirra climate of mutual trust and respect among
.

.(/*-. students, iacuity, and administrators... .
. . , . -

.
,,

I.. . .. ,
-

c co ci O 0
1

0

"4)

ti
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1

Please responfl to these goal statements
hi1137;ii:ketung one:oval-after is Ad One

:ifier should be. Ve

page eight

0

T. rJ
1.1 1'1eate campus climate in which students spend much

three -free tune in intellectual and cultural'

twines.. .

fi; t, -build a clim ate on the campus in which_ continuous
rtu, at innal-innovalion is accepted as an ti.sfitutionat

of lift ..
.

# 1

at

So 0

shobld be

is

should he

, CI)
St

to encourgie students to spend time away frow_the

campus gaining academic credit,for such activities as

;
akar of study abroad, in work-study programs, in

VISTA, etc . . 3*

; 69, to create a climate in which studerits and facUlty may

easily come together focinformal discussion ofide4
and mutual interests,..

70 to experiment with different methods of ew ating'and

grading student performance.. .`

, is

be

is LD

should be CD'"

should be

should

c..7") C.5

..

1 I m maintain or work to-achieve a large degree of
i--.

institutional autonomy or independence in relation

to governmental or.other educatione agencies.-

1 72 to participate,ip a network ccilleges through which

students,.iccordin
1. g to plan, may study on sevsral-

campuses during their undergraduate years... -

I) to sponsor each Rar a rich program of cultural events--

lectures,,conce7 art exhibits, and the like...

I
,

.
. ,

I-=----
I 74 to experiment with new approaches to individualized

ii inStruction such as toorials, flexible Schedulidg, and
students planning the ir own programs,. . -

7!) to award she bachelor's and/or associate degree for

supervised study done away from the'campus, e.g.,

in extension ortutoriat centers, by correspondence,

,or through field work...

/1) to create an institution known widely Is an
t. .intellectually excitiricbandltimorating place...

7

should be 1 O 1-_:D CO

=)-

CD CD

/ iu ..reate piocNpr e§ by which curricular or
:;yaructional innovations may be readily initiated...,

Ml toaward the bachelor's and/cVssociate degree to some
individuals solely on the basis-of their performance on

an acceptable'examination (with no college-supervised

, qudy, on- or off-campus, npcessaryj
a

/1/ .
/

. is.

should be

co clt,

should-be

is CO C= 'CD
.

should be (= CL

C2Dis

should be =

is (=D

should.be O

CD'

.0

44

CD . 1. OJ

C=) i:=5 CID

Cam ' CD,

!

111

,



o 1;

paw none.

, Al 0

. Please respond to these goal statements
s

by blackening one oval after is and -one,

after shoutrt be.
A

79. to apply-cost criteria in Oieciding among alternative
academic and nonacademic programs... . /

II ..
f . -

:.

, -'---- i$ C..D i

. ! i

shokild bey co i
it

..'''D

CD 1

-0
/ r

"CT).

!

1.

c>

. t=
,,=D

----i
(72L5

k -D

(...!)
. '

cli ..)

I

130. to iria-intairi cr work to achlevea reputable standing
, Withinfor the in'stitiatraii Within the academic world (or in. .

relation to similar colleges)... I

-4---
!

I5 1 C:D
_

i
should lii c.' )

,
- ).

(..-.3

1::=)
--

CD

-= '
- .0

,)

RI. 'to regolarly pi ovule evidence that the institution lct actuallVachienng its'sbitrxf qoals.:. - ,
.

t e Ir ..,

is (..,1) 4

,
1

shotild he . CIO 1
e

CD

CIA
I

Op

co

c
f , . ,

(...--D;

82.
4

to carry T .. ..",, broad andatigorous program St .
extracurricular activities and eventsfor students,.

-, .
t : I

. .,
.:. c...-1)

should be CD

=
4.

-C=5

<=-.) cp
'

I

:::D
.

a1Cr).

83-, to be concerned aboththe efficiency with whieh.college
,operations are conduct .. ... - .! -

_ 1
, .

. k

.
is

. ...

should be,,laec::
.

CD

CO

CD

O (_:_..,

CO

CZD

CD

OC=11

CD

Os
84., to be organizedjor continuous short-, mediunk, and is

shoulti'be
.

long-range ptannipg fori the Vtal institutipc.
,. . .! --

A Nt,

I-
.. 85. to include local sitizeo irL planning college programs

that will affect the local community... I '
, . '... W

s I

.

. . ' i

is

.should Ire.

=
=

C.D

=_)

!:=)

co

CD

,CD

C=)

CD ,

- . - -
coin

.-

86. to expel in intercolleijiate athletic tAtition... .
1I4

/ I .

4, 4

i ! .r

is
s

6 should

-

..

c=i

.
CD

CD

CID

CID
i

CI

C=3 4

CO

CP
, . .

87, % to be accountable t funding sources for`the -
...

is
, _

should tle-

=;)
1; aD

af)

'ZD

CID

apc:

CD..,
_tp
-- 4

C_

, effectiveness of coil ge.programs... ..

: !
.

*I

4
OD

- .-

81. to create a climtite :in which systematievaftsation/a
college pisograrrvs is admired as an institutional way o

oflife..:--,. 1- .
. i '

c- -- J. .. -f 1 ..r

'ill).
Os

should-be

CD
:

(=)

CD

rib-
1

CD

CD'
,,

to systematically interpret the nature; purpose. and
work of the institution to -citTierfi-off the campus... :

I i
is

sbou late..

.

89. CID.
I

CD. .
CD

CDc:Di

9 . to achieve consensus among people on the campus about

the goals of the institution...
! ./ 1

o. i

is

should be

CID

CP'c-:?

, vs. ,, . . .
, If additrorial Iticr ally written goal statements have'been provided, use page ten for respondin'g ancethen go-on to page eleven.

If no orilll.ioal statements %here give* leave page ten blank and answer the inforrnatIon questions on page eleven:.r
. . ' ,,-

, .... .1 . -
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A

All
. . i -',.

oi 4
--177-

;loge tn 11P

14
..- \ Jr- .

,,

,* ADOITlONAL GOACSI'ATEMENTS
e (Local or zion) , I

.44.
....

, a ..
I.

.
If you.,have been progldeftwIth suppIeruentary goal statements, use thss'section

. for responding. :1st the sanie answer key as you eiseforthe first 90 itemsnnez
respond to botki ts and.shor/d be k

.

'f

N i

91.

',

is'.

should be

0..
CD

cb

0
0
CD

0
&Dv

CD

CO

101.

. .

s

should be 0 .

0
O

CO.

s
CID

.
. C=D

0
v

C3, iv
II0

92. is

should be
-7'

.

OD

0
O
O

0
CO

0 102. is

1
should be

CD

0
CID

OD'

CO

_

40
CD

C;Zr

0
0.._._0
Cp

93.
.
is

should be I

co

''

C m ' C=D 103. is

should be CD C;D c::D C=f,

94.

.

- :
. is

should bd

O.
, .

.

c
.

-104. is

shoultl be _

r'

CD

c

0'
' c_.i?

CD

O_
Cam' '

_CO

C-5-)
.

,9 is

should be
.

.

c-n .

0 ,
1 105. . Is

should be
''

0
.0

C-

(,. sc:.

,C=)

WM

0
CID

96'A

4.

-
is - 0.

shbuld be -------C h2

CO

CO

.'
C20

CID

.0
0

CID
C

CO

106.
.- .

"- `'

-is
. .

shtuld be .

0
0

CO CID
t
CD

II 0
.

'

97.
. 4

,is c=?.

shouldje (s_=3

c.;,

CO.

co

OD
I

O
0

O.
9S

107. is

shouldlie

CO 0 CO C=2

f0
CO

-.1

CID_

98
I

Is CD

ishuld be FD
....

ZL'-'13 CO 0
.

0
,.

.

..1

108.. I
I,

is
. .

should be

I

.

0
.

CO
,0,

-'

.
(ZD

CO
..

, OD
.

99.

1 .

is co
--,

should be ....$0

p, 1

O
0
C)

_

.0
Cam'

109. ' is

should bt

0. ,

0
p
c:::5

OD

0:
:I_ -

c75

CD

CID

CID

cp
CL")

.O
. ..

cS,

c=..
. 0

CO

CO

CI)
g

sCiD

100.

I

'

Ills i. cii,
i

Ishould-he =_,
ts

le
t, 03 aj

I"

-4 CD
. .

.e=:)
,

,
c=.

,;-.,,

, . i
130. is

,should he

a.

I.

lb

4:,

RII

."

111 4

JI

4-
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Page t'levt.ti

se
4'4

-01eige mark one answer for each of the information questions below 01.d-111'111y to Nii/ A 4

,--..
'. ... .....

111. Mark the one that best describes

r

e

f
'

AI

.1

1.
.

your role. .
.

CD Faculty member
CD Student

.
Adminismator 4

CO Governing BpardtIernbe
Cp Alumna/Alumnus ."

- CaD Member of offcamibs community
.

group

Other
.

12. Facultit and students: mark dne fie/ld of
teaching and/or research interest. or
for students, major:field of study.

Biological sciences
Physical sciences

Mathematics-
Scr.:ial sciences

HurrYllnities
Fine arts; perforMing arts
Education
Business --

Engineering

Other -

113.kulty: indicate academic rank.

. . %"'"
CZ) Instructor

fp

OD Assistant professdr 4 7
Cr) Assoc iate"prossor
CO Irofessor 1.

they

114. Faculty : indicate current teaching
arrangement.

GD
.cp Part -time,

.7.CD Evening only
COI Off-campUsextefision only. etc.
CD Other . .

.4

.at
. ...

116. Semler, is indicate class in college.,.
.4 li. ! ...,

. e- ° ,C;) Fresbindii P

CD ,Sophomore . .

CD Junior y.,

CrD Senior
#

. (...= 'Graduate .

. .
CD Other -

. ...

117. Students. indicate curtest .

O

"enrollment Altus.

S=D Full-tiOlcdayk
-CID" Part -time, day 4.
Ci? .kvsningonly

Offcampus only e.g., eiclensioti,

corres9findence_IV,Ifc.
ether

/"_

175. pl respondents: indicate age at
I t birthday.

._
CDU.1) der 20

CD 20 to 29
CID. 30 to 39
CD 40 to 49

50 to 59
Cr r 60 or over

118. Subgroups one response only.
Instructioos maybe given for
gridding4igi *group item.
!Pilot, please Itave Ilk,

I,

2,
.1?

4

C.= one
vo
hree

c= Four
cm Five

ti

-

. -. I

,
OP,TIQNALINFORRMATiON QUESTIONS.
Pf you have been provided witt) additional infor
mation questions, use this section foi- responding.

119. 120. 121. 122. '129. '124:
t

CD 4:= t:D CD CD
CD CID CD cc) cr

CD CI? CD OD c
CD =4 ) C . C.=
CD CD CD CD

CID CD CD CID CID
CD `CD oCD CD cbo cp cc CD CD
CD>7 CD ,CD CD C:D
CD CI) CD OD crp

F.

t
/

THANK YOU
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V.
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The follolit statements.krelatq to state policy.- Please give ".0091d ho"
answers Do not ,give "is" responses., Nark vour ers. "PM space,s

.G.--Z,=-2, t.numhered 10 ! through 1.10oii page 10 of t he Inventory . l or" :1

.C'

f

, , 44

d. .
. /_

-`1-01. to est ablish' program in the state ginderN ii ch 'students
grants '(or vouchers) 7th" may ')e used for nreq0tit* ; any c

-"-----, , Alt. .6,

192:

state (public or p ivate)...

to enable and enfou ge co1.11
in California colleges *(thro
association) ...
t' StibPtaIl tally
tenure fo

ire
lege in , the

ective bargainitin the part. of fAcul-tY
fAculty .offer other faculty r ,

.
f

. 1

N ,,

3!Ir
f'. a.(or

.' .gr`9
1

.... P I
ts,,,, ..

1.,43iiF-4'.r tt'f:etime .._., ;

I
. es. - ar it c fi.:,

* .
- e !* , " ,, P, .. , ad:. .....b,r.,

4. '70 0r ft
:

104. t provid to students t e,cptioe ot o. Ining a Bachlefo-es:Dearee.'-ir
ac ir-- ars ,,,....? 7:0 i... ' .:(I

, 2 i . 1 IS !: . o

! .% t '''. 4w 'e no

CO.'mak he first twfiye rs of *is e r 'e:du6tion at; 11.-q
. .ins titutions

to require or student -who attend the UniverAti y or the State
University and to pay somerportion of\ the' costs of their-

tion rer.. .

education (not to .exceed 2-57Y -
.

.

107. to allow persons otberwiqe qualified to att-
even Ehougt they lack a.high school, diploma:

: ....
108. to encourage colleges in a given reg n to cop.ptti.ate in -the. sharing of

facilities and 'staff, and ill. the cro eniloIlment Of stAdents
(enrollMent fri clqpp.Q lt more than one school at. the same time)...

. - - ._ .
10?-, to-req uire 'arl tricleigraditates ire public higher .education to take their.

ifreshmen and sophomore years !lea community colIege....,
1

. 1
4

-110 to .trea a broadly representative board of cl.;tireng %Which would screen
and present .to the Governor nominees for statewidehirg er education
gelverniiig boards 'Regents, Trustees, Governor5I.... .

.. ..
f...... , - ,

" r

a college or a university

qa

9 4.

5

t 5.

,
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A14

4NSWERING QUI:Si-W:41F ON PAGE 11 OF 'THE INVENTORY..

:
Faculty:' ''answer qu' stiotis 1.l 3..through 1.15,,119 tkip,i,-55 1-.:1

C a. ..

111, 112, 05, 116,' ;17, 1,19
, /.14V ' I

1.i 1 ,,-.11.. 119 t'llroul:.;;i

... ..

.1 il - (response °6; and, .:..: .11

115 and 119"thr.Tuely 1-2:3
: -. r ..

9 : - .. 4

ry

Students: '"

.

,,Trustees; "

CommuniTLiylmle '4
I

.Ques5iops 119 through 123.

144, .

.

t.e . 6,

. . -119: Indid:ata, you =. sex

'N o

. ' . .
i

t . 1 . Mole , '..

o*
. 2. Female

-.. -,120./ Your 'r&e.:

: '

1.: White --

2. Bliick,'.Negro :
.

.
3 Me xi can -Ame ri can, r:hicano

4: American licidion. Native .-

AMeriton

5. Ori;ntal ..**

6. Other

To he tntwered
the iraentiory,

r

.

121. Indicate the amoun4 of 'formal
education yen ha had.

Students: indicat.: the level,of

education you hoeteto completd.

No formal schoolitg, or,fome
grader school. 'only

2. FiniShed grade schoel
3. Some high school I

4. atiished high sehool
5. Buainess or Trade school
6. Some college
7, Finish(ed) 'eollege (four

years?
1

8. Attended graduateOr voEe's'
-sional schn but,(did) ne04
.obtain a g adua e or profes-

5leg.

9., Attained)
fess-tonal d

MD, etc.)

duate or pro-,
(MA, PhD,

-

1

tbcugh 122.

in thn .'.:'Fact provAed on

.

.

v..

earonse .5 n.ls6')

122.

S: 9.2-

page ofof

, . .

.
t.pp ro x ir:;:ie 1 y,3.7 h ,4;-:',7,3 . y o u r - an A

' -on' 1-5.P,r (b,:s1;,and' s f to01-

pue6mr: las% yegiv (before taxes)?

'f:tuJent:: '' ^= ':-m ate in.cdius . of

your -t%aren Pr.:.1 ', famil7i (matt,ypui- .,

. pwn. fplb.,.ly 'Le Tr.gr-:i42d)". ..*-
1

.. .

-

' 1. -1,6",-,-.th:In 6:000

,,.. .$6.000 to $1.1',1099 .

31: $12.::100 to 817,99.9:. '

tt. :::141,000 to <7.3,991- -.

. '$2.4 Al" .r0 $39:,.999- . " .

. . le

6. . sylovio or mve.
0

f23. gommunity 'pwroJe ant'' ?rustees only:

which 6f the following b stqlescribes

1 .0

yOur.usual Occupation?

116mnmaker1.

2. SemIsIgMed worker (equipMent-,

.
\operator, drivel:, miner, etc.), or

unski1Ied worker (farm worker, ..,,

clOsqe. wr...r.ker,' etc.) .

3s :rvIre orker policeman; ieress,

bo.7tal.. employee. ea.) c," --:\:

4. Skilled tea-aeon or craftsAory t

*(elvtriekan. Carpenter, dental

-,.'ci:chtr!.cinO, etc.) '.'/

, 5. Salesperson. hool&eeper, offree

toorkeli, ezc. ,' °.k,.
6. Ownel- manages, vortner o amsmall

business; :kower :tet,rel govefnmehEal

official. t , '' ' .

.

S. ors,

OwnNi,...pa.7.7tner,11kgh-level e cur
-

tivn in a large,bus ess;

le-Cel government'rof icial. ,

8...Aca6:miC professiona. ,(scbool
tnocher:, adminisirator-, etc.04

9..-Otht-:r professional requiring a

,bechqloxs degree s
' '10. Prof,:p4ionai requiring an- advaneed%

-

I
colle!;eMegree.

-.

.1

S-

it



.
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ANSWERING QUESTIONS ON PAGE' 11 OF THE INVENTORY

dministrators:

A

a.

.`"

answer questions ill-, 115, and.118ubrough

J.

Aueptions 118 rough 121. to be
,

anewred in the space
of the idVentotY. .. -

'

4 1.
.

b t, r
. ,-. .

,

118. indicate your ,primary area qf.

administrative respon'sibi'lity:

"1' (Check only one.)
-.-

1: Generaa, central administration
, .

.,- '2. . cidemic admiriisttaticn,

i
5. tudent:personnel adminldstration
4. usiners, fisck*-administratiOn ''''1
'5:" All l-other :

119. four sex:

.1. Male :

2. Felale

120. Yourracer-

WOte. .

BlacfcNegro
3. MexicaiAmerican, Chl.cano.
4. American Indian, Native

American -.
5. Oriental
6.. Other

121

provided: on page .11

121. Indicate the amount of, formal
education you have had.

. 1.
2.

3. _

4 Miigh.school '

5'. Business or trade school
6. Some college

.-..____7,_!flanished'co4ege (four years)

8._4tTfided graduap or profes--
sio. al ichool,'4utAid. not
obtain a graduate or profes-
sional degree
Attained a gra4pate or Oro-,
fassiohal degree (MX;11)10,

9.

. .

.41

MD, etc:)

4'

s.
.s. ...

I .e
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IGI GOikl. STATEMENTS GROV D A ORDING 'TO GOAL AREA

I

, Academic Development
.

1.. to hpli students acquire depth of knowledgein.at least one academic discipline...

4. to ensure tr - students acquire a basic knowledge -in the humanities, social sciences,

and natural sciences...
.

(.. to prepdre students. for advanced gicrdni.";c work, e:g., at 'a four-ye/14r college or graduate

or profehsionil school... '

BI

,

9. to students throughout the institution to 'high standards pi intellectuil performance...

Intellectual:Drientation t '

2. to train students in methods. of scholarly inquiry; scientffic research, and/Or problem

definition arid solution...

5. to inceesdethey.desire and, ability of students to undertake self - directed learning...
.

J. to develop students' ability to synthesize knowledge from a variety of sources...

10. to instill In students a life-long commitment to learning...

,

\IndiVidual Perdonsl Development

3. tohelp students identify their own personal goals and develop. means of achietang them..\'

. . ,*. l

8. to,helf. students develol,a sense of self-worth, self-confidence, and a capacity to have r

in impact on events... .
.

11. to help students achieve deeper levels of self-understanding...
1

13. to help Stude4s De open, honest, and trusting in their relationshipsyith others

...

i,7

.

.

Humanism /Altruism

( °

14. to encourage students to becomeconsciow of the important moral issues of'our time...

17. to help students understand and respect people from diverse. backgrounds and cultures...

20. to encourage students to become committed to working for wor,ld
.

peace....

23. to 'encourage students to, Oak& concern about the welfare of all'mankind" a central part

of- their lives...

II

Cultural/Aesthetic Awarenesh / I'
. .

15. to increase, students' sensitivity to and appreciation of vario s forms of art and

artistic expression...

18. to require_stdents to ,complete some course work in the'humanities or sits...' i'

.

21. to encourage students to expressthetiselves artistically, e.g., in music, painting,
,.,

film -- making... VI-

? '

V
,J 247 to acquaint students with" forms of artistic or literary expre sion in non - Western

countries. ; ' '
O 41.

C

f r
. . .

c. .

, -.e

tl,

te,



or

B2

:

Traditional Religiousneus
- -

ti

.

4

ti

16. to educate students in a particular religious heritage...

19. to

4

help students became aware of the potentialities of a full-time religious vocation...

22. to develop studentg'...fbility Co-understand and defend a theological position...
.

. ..

. 25. to help students develop a dedication to 'Serving God in everyday,life...
. ' .

Vocational Preparation
' --...

to provide opportunities for students to receive training for specific'otuiational

careers, e.g., accounting, engineering,ursing:..

30. to develop educational programs'geaved to new and emerging.career figlds....

36. to provide-retraining opportunities for individuals whose.job skills have become out of
----- . ,

I

38. to assist students in deciding upon a.vocational.career...
°_

Advanced Training. '

,'

27.

1 '
to develop what would generally be regarded as a strong comprehensive graduate school...

31. to proVide traininglin one
architecture...

32, to Offer graduate'programs
social work..k , '

or more of.the.triditionarpr fessions, e.g., law, medicine,

0

in such "newer" professions as.enginpering, education and

.41. to conductadvance4 study in specialized problem areas, e.g.,
3
through research_institptes,

centers, or graduate programs...

Research

28. to perform contract research

0

for. government, business, br industry...'

34. to conduct, basic research in tie natural sciences...

35. to conduct basic research in the social, sciences...

37. to contribute, through research, to the general advancement,of knowledge...

.'

1

Meeting Local Needs

29. to provide ppportunities for
a part -time basis...

33.

39.

40.

continuing education foradults
)
in the lots '1 area,e.g., on

to'serve as a cultural center in the community served by the campus...

0

to provide trained manpower fotlocalTarea business,'industry,and govern6edt....
. 1°k c,

..* ,

te.facilitate involvement of students in neighborhood and community-seryide activities...

Public Service ..

...

knowledge and - skills they tan use in

44'
44.

.

to help people from disadvantaged copmunieies_acqUirp
improving conditions in their own communities...

47. to work with'governmental agencies in de igning new social and edvirohmental programs...
. 4

50.

51.

to focus resources of the institution on

problems-.t,

to be responsive to regional and national

the lution of major social and environmental

priorities when considering new educati\i)nal

Programs for the institution.--
4 .

C
$

\

I

ti



r0

.

r

__

.
.w

Social igalftarianism

. 42. to provide educational.

.

44. to move'ctokix maintain
meaningfUl educational

48. to offer developmental

s-
52. to provideigducational

a American' Indians..

Social Criticism/Activism.

a

f

B3

experientes'relevant to the evolving xinterests of women in America...
0

a policy of

expetdences

essentially
for all who are admitted... A,

open admissions, and then to develop

or temedial programs in basic skills (reading, wrItirlg,mathematic4...

experieLes relevant to the evolving interesr,s of Blocks, Chicanos,

-111. r

43. ..to provide critical evaluations of prevailing practices a

. .

d values in American satiety.:.

46.(_.tosery,e as a source of ideas end recommendations for cha ging social institutions judged

to be4anjbst or otherwise defective...

49t to help students learn how

.

53. to be engaged, as an institution, inyosking

to bring about change in Americ n society... ii-
(

for Jasic chatirirtirJAmerican
c,,

-..,"- .,

\

o A

Freedom .'

44. tri ensure the students are not,prevented from

points of EIA w.,..:

to ensure die freedom of students and faculty,
arrangements,l)erspnal appearance, ets.)...

"

`57.

60.

. . , \
. \

to,place'no rgitricti Ai0 on offccampus political activities by faculty orAudents...

1 % V N.

63,' to protect the right of freulty members to present unpopular or coniinversial ideas in .

the classroom...... . .

society...,

hearing speakers presenting controversial

\

to chooserir own life styles (living

\

Demociaric Governance
e.

55. to create a syst
all people at the

campus4Ovesmance that is genuinely responsive to the concerns of

stitution:I.
.

.

stuejets, faculty, Administrators, and trustees

governance...
58. to develop irrangementAyWch

significantly-involve&in casilibs

,u .

64' to de'entralize decision making on rhe"campus to the greatest'extent possible...

64 to assureAndividualsthe opp4.tunity
'decisions that affect them...

1

Fommu5ity

56. 'to.maintain a climate in which faculty coaleitmint to the goals and ell-being of the

.institution is es strips as commitmenttolnofessional careers...
. rt.*

to participate or be

can be

represented inmakin any .

I.

s.

4

11, ..
59. to maintain a climate tn whoillulcommunicition t roughout the organizational structure is

open and,candid."
0

o i
1 , ,

.

k. to maintain a campus climate in which aifferences of ppiniontcan

-amicably...
y

- ....,
. . .-

i. 40#

JO. to Allin&in.a Climate of'mutuaf-trlist and respect
...

/ --stators..,f a A*

i .' .

be aired op nlY and

imoiestudents, fulty, anti, ad/anis-
\ .

t e 4

fr 7

. .?

;
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a

Sr

41K

ln

,

.0)
34

.1 4

p 5"'

.1
intellectualbeathetie Environment le- ;

; a.

I... ,. .. A

66. to creme a campus climate do which studlits spend much'of jffeirteree me in intellectual'''-

- and 'caltural activities... ;
.

.* t. 1. 1

,, :. .
........

. .
cV., N. " A.

69. ch seicOnts and Lacuity may easily come-iogei erior ieforaak

fe?
s, ..

-4A '

to create a,climate.4ew
discussion of idea and m

, xP 4 ' '1,
1 4 °r ; -,,,, ! ' ...0

ss. aa:
... . 78. to sponiofvgtp year a.rici progradof cultpral eV4rits-atlecturep.loccerti,/are exhibits,

., . . la.
, . and sfieliqp-"'%.,, ...:s.. . ; .6

.. ' 1r .. 1
''it...

O
t t ..,

76. to cleate-4an.. nkeittition knOwn wi ly as,an inte4.14etual'-%exkfting sad stimuAqaing place...
.

\ i ,?..

.

...r
'a

. 4 . . . . . ,., .

Innovation 4. : .:, ..,

. .

. ,..

ual 4nEerests.-.. t '- Is

5,

to build a climate on ihe:ladtpur whi41 cokinuouseedUcIFionalInnovarion'is accepted
.1.an institutional. waS, of 41fe..

0( 4
. .

e d" 7*70; ter experiment with difiprelit'ruds f and%gradi g s. dpiX performance

as

. . P ",

'74. to experiment witH newIppreOzhes t individualized instrue!tioq swab ars tutorial%, 4...
. a fa.. .t. .. t

flexible scheduling,'and students' I rang their own progitms.,.

1;nrto dreate proceduresV %hien c ail or ingiuctional innpvat
,

initiated... ,

1

.. a

. .

Oft-Campus Learnink
;PmS

t'r

1
68. to encouragestudents to 'spend time awayiprom the tedious gaining acideTt credit for- suck

activities ap a.year of. study abroad, iai programs,progra; in . ft

.
"._

"
72. to participate ih a network of co114esthroath whdch4 atuden%WiCtordtng$VAnn, .

study on ..evetal campuses during their undergraduate years..; ,i

Jove city be readily

/ '
. z

r - 27"

It4

to award the bacheloes.and/or associate'e-gree for study donp. .awa)"from the C'' ' ."
. .

75.

campus, e.g.. in extension or tutorial centerp, by conrespondepoe, or. through (.:eld work., . t
.

..,

.....
. . : . .0- . - . 441--4.

78. to award the bachelor's and/or assoc'ate degree to someindlyiduals solelx bn the hasip.

of their performance on an acceptable cyamination (withn0 college-supervised study,oh-

or offcampus, necessary)..; . e
0 . .

'
- , ,,,,,

Accountability/Efficiency

79. to apply cost criteria in deciding amoag alternative academic and non- academic psogr

A..

81. to regularly provide evidence that the institution is actually achieving 1,ts stated

/
83.' tabe concerned about the efficiency with which college pperationsare_ conauetel.

s-

' 81. to be accountable to funding sources for ihe'effectiveness of zollegeprograms....

L.

Z

t-

a

/
goals... r\

4

I "

km.
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ti
Miscellaneous

7/

42., to ensure that studenti
mathematics competency...

waY

A.

4 a
a

j ^r A .
4

. B5

who graddhte"have achieved some level of reading, writing, and

71. to maintain_or work to achieve a large'degree of institutional autonomy or independence

in FaXat n to governmental,orocther educational agencies...

80. to maintain or tork. Co achieve a reputable standing for the institution within the academiC

world for fn relation to similar colleges)...

8 to carry on b. broad and vigorous program of extracurricular activities and events fpr

students...

84. to be organized for continuous short-,-medium ,, and long -range planning'for the total- /

-institution... 1.(e.......-;--- . .

.
, - ,

,

85. to include local citizens in planning college programs that,will'affect the local

community...
\

.,.

,

e. .

86. to excel in intercollegiate athletic competition...

88. to create a climate in which systema1tic evaluation of college progrms is accepted as

an instientional. way of life,.%
-,

lit
89. to syatezatiEally interpret the nature, Purpose, and WC2k of the institution citizens

off the catibua...

70. to achieve consensus among people on the campus 'about the goals of 'the institution...

r

- 41.

4

rF

D

7,

r`
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APPENDIX C

ILLUSTRATIVE STATISTICAL CALCULATtIONSI

/

r.

This akendix contains,illustrations of two.computation

prodedures used in the study:
. .

fr

(1) The goal areamean, (CAI).- Calculation
-

.

I
is alsorShoWnft;16:iae

,(2) The weighted soar-area mean.

T to

. -

".fs$.

a

44

;

of item means

3

..

Y.

's
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1
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ILLUSTRATIVE CALCULATION OF THE GOAL AREA MEAN (G47)
. .

..

a ,

II
Goal Area: Research (either "Is" or "Should Ee;"'the calculation is the.same4

. .
N in sample: 100

.

. 7
"' ./ I

s'.. '' IQ Response tt
*

. \
. ..) . ..

Go of no
14 .

of ex-

import./. !
.; of 1;

k
State- A

trtimel

. meat not - of low oEmed. high high . Sum. I4t.em e

(Item) applic. import, import. import. import. Omits Sum N Mean'
t

't
(1)% (2)..--:-.-:(-3-) - . (4) (5)

'N' k

. 0 . ,

2

28 10 20
_

25 15 0 (100) 315 = 3.15 _______---:---,

.
. (10)

/ -,--
'(40) (90),. (MO) (75) 315- 100 --

.- -, '
... J._

... 34 5, 15 45- 20 10 5, 91950) 3(9K5) = 3.16
. .

.", (5) (34 (135) (80) (50) ,

t

35 15 . 20 30 ,25 '5 5 ' (95) . 27Q = 2.84

(15) (40)' (90) (100) ' (25) '270 95' .
t

.. .' .

37 15 , 40 35 5 0 (100)` 315 = 3.15

(9 (30) (120) (140) (20) 315' 100
6 .

. ,

Sum of item means = 12.30

O

, .

1. The top figure in each pair isithe item response frequency (not a.percent); in the exa<ple,%

20_of the'100 respondents ratfid goal. statement 28 of'1ow importance".

a .

2. The lower figure.in.each'pair is the product obtained by mu iplying the response frequency

by the value associated with the response alternative (0 "of-low importance" value is 2,

"of medium Importance" is 3,-and so forth).

3. The "sum" is the sum of these fiye products. `0.

'The item mean .is obtained by dividing thessum by the number of individuals in the sample

(100 in tiTe-Txample), Minus the number who omitted the item.

5. The goal area mean (GAX) is the mean of the four item means (the four itet means are

totaled, and the sum is divided by four).

's_d

GZaI area lean (GAX) = 12.30
. 4

= 3.08

0

'

'IF

I.

`v,

O
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ILLUSTRATIVg CapULAJTION Of THEJEIGHTED GOAL/AREA MEAN
.

. , .

( ! ...'

4

r

..:.
.

.
". ,

. Goal Area: Reqearch.(either 'Is. ' or "Should Be;* the calculation is the

SSegment / Constituent Group: U6.faculty
.

,-

- ,.......

C3

I

. 1 2 3

tts

__.0 2,ampus GAX Po_ptilation

.9

1.

-3:10

2.75

Size

1900

900

3:00 450,

4 3.20 2600

5

6 I.

2.90 350

2.95

3.007 - 750
,

8 , 3.35 225.

!"

'

Weighted GAT = .Suta of ce-urnn 5 F.-, 105.897 = 1.06
Sum of Calumn 34.56

4

Weight

1900 ;8.44'
'99q

9 00
4.0,0

.225

450
= 2.00

225

2600
-11.56

225'

1.56
350

225

'600T5. 2.67

750
-2-25 = 3.33

q25
1.00

TiT
,

.sum; .6

. .

\

I
5,

Weight GAY..

- 26.164

1

11.000

§.000

36.9'92:

4.524

7.877
4

9.990

3,.350

105.897 .

L .

ti

Column 3 presents the actual size -1°f

for the campus :(liot a sample size).

'2. Column Z. illustrates the
,ratio of the constituent
smallest such population

_J

the constituent group (faculty)

calculation of a campus weight, given by.the

grow population size for that campus.to the
sizenver.all campuses being aggregated

3. Each entry in column 3 4
aobtained by "weighting" the campus GAX,;

bygmulfhiying the observed GAX for a giyen campus by the campus Weight.,

4. The weighted GAX is obtained by diViiingthe sum of the weighted campus

GAPs by the sum of,the,.weights.-.'

Q

a

fr

(

.0

a.

C

51

j
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Appendix'11

1..
4. o

GUIDELINES FOR ADMINISTERING THE INSTITUTIONAL: GOALS INMENTORY

"S
-".

Dl

5'

.
--,

:. n
--._- This is 'the document that outlined the basic survey method to he. ,

J

e , . . 5
followed on each of 'the participating campuses. It specified sample'. sizes.

--awliset forth guidelines foi forming samples, distributing IGI's, and
-o , ---,

. 1 -- ,
following-up nonrespondents.

.

.. - --I --..--.

, i

- As such,-this appendix is a summary cif the data gathertng designA,

/ - .
.

, '\''.

-used in the project. -

Y

a

a

-

7

1

:

f

'
,

r1

a

40

a

t,

F

et.

4

a;

.07

4

V

0
A

V

.5

0/
/

5'

.

1.

I

4":" .4

-

42

0

6
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COULINEF Ft)R ADMINIS'ERING.THE INSTITUTIONAL COA1,S INATNTOZY

(

/
.Gene ral

1. Othei than the. sa4le zes, many of Ohe suggestions below should be'
regarded as minimum gui elknes: We encourage institutions to be as'
resourceful as they care to be to gather data of greatest pbssntial
usp to the campus. campyses could follow procedures that are the

- .

most feasible4 given akrailable resources. Late in April we will be k
sending a form on-'which 41 can describe to us in some detail _the

7 that were'fol wed.

S

.2T--rE7A not iMpOrtanv-(to Uki-who on the campus a. limes fpr
, . .

)
seleeting samples` and cojleeting data. We e value in using slmulti-.,

4
'constituency task fol-ceio oversee the project to, amodg.other yeasons, -

help give credibility to'the results when they become'available.:
.. 1. .

4 .

'3. It= will be .necessary that high' return rates be, obtained (at least d5%)".

Depending-on the progedure followed, follow -up efforts may be necessary.

We are unfortunately unable to afford (financially) to hdve inventories_
) 40

.. 'go unused.(
.

.

.

4: Try not-to ."load" any of the samples in ahy way.

1

Faculty

Y. Size of s

a)-.-Lessi

lb) 2,500

.0 5,000
d) /,6re

\

2. N4ure of

a')

-' b) Su

1)

2)

3.

J
ample

than 2,500 day
W. 5,000. "

to.15,000 "

than'15,000 "

sample

1.1
..

enrollment* SO or
It

e

It

--750 _--

100

_125'

I -

, it

all faculty, if fewer thal -50)

11 -tint teaching faculty Only
(*-est stratifyinq at least by:

choclo departlei7t, teaching field, etc.
Fa. ulty-l-ankt--

, within each' subject division, randomly select
numb.r okfull profs, associates, assistants, etc.)

Logistics

a)

b)

c)

A p
Could distfibn e ICI's through Interoffite maze
Would nce,! a aop from the camptiff head.exillaiiningythe purpose

of the frojcct and requesting the professrw s cooperation.
Would used to fellow-up - to obtain at le;,,r an 85"/J. r'eturn.-

%

*Total headcount.

t

and nat.bre

I.
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\ . .i
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I

1

:::
%

o
-

s

I\ IPT.° Undergraduate 2%udents

.

enrollmc)pt --P

" " ,- ' '

11
11

:

11

"I.

.

75

100

125

150

- ,. .

I. Size

a)

ld
c)
d)

,

t4 sample

.

1,ess than. 2,50P day

,2,.°)00 to S,000

5,000.1.0 15,b(T0

Mare than 15,000
;... ..,

0

-I4 S.

21 Nature of sample '''':

5.4o % s o . /

:
t

o

a) Aur-year institutj.ons: Sunior and seniors (only)

'Community colleges: s'ophatiorA (only) '

15) SuggeSt stratifying at least by: .

-

.
4

1) class (juniors, sent rs); 2) 43)'Curriculum division; sex; )Nrace.
.-

,

. . .

3. Logistics ,

.

.11

a) Could administer IGI's in five to ten carefully.selectedThpper division

,,Ov-be1vseg.or '§ettion5:° fOrms coUld be filled out in class, or distributed

with instructions to return thdm at the next class meecIng (the formet

. is advisable).

b) Could draw a sample from school records; invite individuals to a central

pftice.to fill out the form. % Caution: select and ipvi- -more respondents

than needed (will still end with a sample:of volunteers)...
, r

?

c) ;Select 1 sample om school. re ords; mail forms-out. least satisfactory:

many witirffill he retureed; difficult to follow up.

d) ,Sampla tio. ad data ll Liu Louldb4 perforwc.d Ly an : :i;lib --Li
%

research or survey research unit, or by a higher education or socialogy

cla'es, as a clasiproject.

.
... .

.
----7--. ..,'

IV. Graduate Students
h

'c

, :

.

.
I

.

., .

1% Only at institutions having at least 500 graduate student -or where At least

one-third o:'..: the total student bOdy are graduates.
. Y

1

a
2. Size of sample

1--

a) 500 to 1,000 graduate enrollment
.

.506

, b) 1,000 to 3,09(1

c) 3,000 to 7;500 "

d) More than 7,500 'II.
11,

:4 - 125
s.

3. Nature of `sample

15

" .100

too

. . ,

a) First and second year (only) graduate and professional school students,

enrolled at least half tire.
v

b) Attempt to stratify by: 3)-gradpate year' (firsts second);- 2) subject,

field; .3) sex; 4) 'race. .
.

1

4. Logistics
,

a) Could work through Ox or eisht carefully selected seminars.

b) Might work t14,dosh dcpartneut chairmen;'may need only a handful fikom

eoeh dep,Irtm,,nt.

c) 3b, c, At'in III, above.

S

4

it

c_s
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4
1.+4)

4

V. Trustees

I .

VI°

At cotpun let y

'1

.r,
U

1.

1 e.41es and pri vat e i i tut ion:: (only)

..L;

7. .Survey up io amaxioann of 25 (random) .

If an ex officio member.p
.,-

0
3. Kly need t,o follow up rlgorpusly:

Vl. Community People

.

D4

tc,

4V

eoliev president,

1. kHardest con3tituent group to define for purposes of project:,,,

2. .Survey of community people optionalfor private institutions.

4
3. In g eral, a cross:- section of literate adults,resi4ng in, the vicinity

of the 4411M,Fis ( "literate" meaning able to ieed and understand'mr.st of
the IGI .*

4. Size of sample:.

5. Nature of qample

a) Try to !.c1cot

100 (all campuses

*f

!LW.
°

cross-sect:411 of'the qoca14p )niation in tc2rm,
iii acid 119 tnrough 123 'ts,44 race,,

..
the f:Ictor6 tdpped by Rums
occupaton; etC.);

, I
Om.

6. Logistics,.

. .

a) ,Sugges,t

occasior

and -gown

of the

needed,

h lding an invitationdl.college/community convocation. A
Or communicating And bUiAding unaerstanding between tow
First on the agenda' (after preliminariss) explain w

or t ComliAtee and administer the IGI. Invite re that
or' request RSVP's.'

I.

.

S.

O

O

%NV

'Sample sele Lion and data collection Could Ile a class project
(overseen by aforementioned task force). Student' shoula take IGI
'to itlespondent, eXpfain project, pick up ICI next/ay. .

c) Suggest not do'ng a mail survey. , Rettirn ra'ts:c491 be-:too low, and
follow-up diffacult (and envelopes and postage expensive).A

y

°

/ 1

',..

t

*"Literate" not necies'saliily to mean
e x.

4

, .

opinion'or intellectual leaders.

1

,
0

J
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VII. Miscellaneous

*

4

r,

1. ,Local ,options goal statement7

. 4)

ft / t
.

. I "

)Each campus is -Strongly eiieouraged to devel p up to ten goal statements
reflecting pibssikrle goals unique to ellEt Ca&I,I.:3 that are not covered in.
the body of the inventory. Reprolluce thesie etc svparate sheets , numbered
91. up to i00, and insert into the booklet/betwieilt pages 10 and 11.
Resp_onSes will be tabulated by ETS and rpor.ted baciewiNticthe standard,Ts co re repo r I- . . / \ "`

2. A (se'cond) insert.,
.

One-page inserts will be sent along iith each shipmerft of to'I/,s.. These' .

shoUld be insertedbetween pages 10 and 11, after the locally-W itten
goal statements, an every IGl distjibuted., One side crf tile -shee contains
tee, i, goal statements dealitg with' ublie higher educationin Calif rniA '
geherally (ntMitbertd 1.01 troiigh l 0); the:other-side contains addi 'onal .
biographical questions..(numbere 4119 - f23.) . , ' .-

-It

\.,,-, f.,.
3, The inventorywa.,th...11-is-,ergs rail/ require-close to an hour on the average

to fill out., It is essentially self-?dministering. ..-- ..- 6
0/ 4, ,a 1*.

..' .
;

.o

4. Subgroup item 118 / : -A-:

/ . -,
. -- A..' '

0 I
1When comps.'-1-0 cr:1 ' s tlave /ks,cten gr.the'red towth.21., ,. c're,rk at .tne: c(.4.1.1ege . ....

, .1' 4'will we'd .:1; inj rk : "/-1" ' : ...- --g----, 4,,, .... ' f -; i 1tine - all -ICI's i rom (acid ty ,

No - " 11 / .4. . .

'w% ' , 44:

A .

8.'
.4 , L undergraduate stuirotits% '.,,:;:,. .* ' 40?"

Four - " : trustees '4 44. *(
P .

A, " graduate students - .- .- .

,Th'qe --: 1'
ti

11 4_ -II 4 A,0: .- ., Five- - . ;-,,
/ commurv.ty people

. 41k..
.,...

,Thiit needs Ur b done' Tee thar,e4siilts f...othe sevelal c'etris.tittient groulis
. ..Can be reports tegq.the iniae scer,re report for the CalriptV.4

1
,rj. .,: z- . . -

41 0 . .

. -q., #1

5. *Ship completed IGX..bc;olticAs nus any inserts) as soon as possible, but
'''',no later 'fah May .IS,. tort . .

1 lit''' 4',
'k4 a 1 .....

'Rich rd E. Peterson 14
AV '

I -

.
.. ', Educ tional,Teitilig Sertice

1947 Cener Street
e Berkeley; California 94704 ,

p . .
\ Bundle IGIvs for cachi conStituerit group (faculty, students, trustees; btct).

.. .separatqly (within.a -larger bbic)." ,-
:

'' *
.

.. i
. f .

P.O. 11 0 ship until all forms' have been collected (i.e. , do not firs ship
alnt .,t Jill,. ICI's, and then later send 'a dozen that Aiave accumulae d in the. .,'meant i'rne. . t,0

0 * ''
1100 1

.40

O

<
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i

I

R. I ...1Z.S..1
4 9 I I. t( a

4 .. . . . ' , 1 t64 Institution, results Should ke forthbaming to the c011op,o within six.
weeks ofrecAp of coppleta ICI's An 11.e.rkq.ley. Pooled r&ults itc-rciss*

,

i.

threusegmetrt will be mailed roughly a mouth,,,,after that Thelatten will
/,. .1 . . Ibe *upeful /dr' Interpretive purposes.

-.A I

i

. r

analyses./vocal 4. .* 7

7. Institutional my obtain a copy of the data tape, at cost,
11Pfoz purposes 'of addition 1

8. We 116pe to hold' several regional WpAsheps in August and September for
mole thoxoirgn diScusSI-ons of results. t . . ,.. .

..-

,,
; '

9. Call or write Peterson (415 849-D959) if you havg questions or 'problems..
. ,

S.% . i ,,
..t *

,
. a

I

r-
a

a

a

-!,

4

0
e.

._.

o.

s .

f /,. 1: _
.

. ..,.
.,.

P . ,

lr
I

1.

r

*

a

9 .
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4

4 °

D7

. r

d.

0 e

`It

SUM IARY dt smai SIZES*.

*

1

1 *

v
Ress than 2,500 tot 1 day enrollmett 50, 75
2;500 to 5,000 "I '", It

75 _'' 100
5,Goo to 15,000 "1 "

1.1

log 125
!More than 15,000- "1 H H

125 150
f

. 1

.

,

.

0. o' '500 to ] ,000 graduate enrollment
I ;no to 3;000 ".

H SP.

3,000 to '7,500 "
H

-,,.

More than 7,560*" ) f% ,

C

.

4it

Under- *Community
Fgculty Grads. Trustees.. 'People

o ars

0
4

a

community colleges, all priiiate
institutions

All public institutions, optional
..far private ifistituetonss

1114.

50
75

100

125

All (up
to 25)*

100
,

4 7,

V 4.

4 c

*A minii;lum 85% completion rate will be necessary fbr each'saTIO

'

.
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APPENDIX E

. ,

C

, 7/ Of -

RARTICIPATING'INSTITUTIONS ANDINUMBEgs OF RESI;ONDENTS.IN 6

CONSTITUENT GROUP SAMPLES

This,appendix co nsists of a list of colleges and
.

'

universities Included in thelmiject, along with the "number of

El

respondents in each -campus constituent groullo .

.Freqpently a constituent sample N as lifted. will not be

-
.

exactly the same as the N the college forwarded
.

to ETS for

p
tabulating. This is because the scaring machine was unable to-

process IGI's4 which there wer e staple holes, torn sheets, and
o

-....-

excessive 'Stray marks a d other"foreign deposits." '

to be

.
.

Several colleges tha administered the IrI arenot in the

These institutions returnee e r completed IGI's too late

included in.the various aggregating ana yse

All )he respOndents indicated in this list included in

the analyses ofindividual respondents summari ed the bottom of
11`

. ,

Tables 1, 2,- 5, 6; -etc-. A.1.1- were not -in- theTieelcula ions = ng the,,

institueion as' the unit of analysis, as is noted in. A endix F.

MI6

*

4

4.

.

5-

44

p.

'6
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9

F.2

0.

.**

\ is

0-

c

4.. P..

:

1, .

I
a , - - . . I,

) ' 0, !7 ..
. . F

...s, .

.
.

-,---.. 4

a _ UDS ° GS -Et TR---) ADM COM-. i

_
.., .,-,. -

. ....
,

. , C. .
.

. -

Uni.versitylaf Caiifoiania --:'4
-.. ' -

. ,..

..,

. ,
(1-N.,. ' .-.

Be'rkeley ' 105 100 ...75 .'
.-" - ..-

25 36

Davis, "17,1, "a, .: '. 85' '5 /43 . . 19" 20

Irvine ' 7'' 1 e"' . 73,, .8 - 40- 17 51

. Les Angeles
!

.* 6W". .26 34
. '

18 . 22

Rivorside, .

'47. ..2-7 2.9'1' : 4. 16 . 24

'San %Diego .
.,

58 43 39 '

e
10 .24

If . Santa Barbara -- ,, 72 91 50. 1
40--

Satti Cryz . ,- L. 45 '47 26 }. 16 31

''''

5.

-7--'t

'California stateUrilveisittes'
and- Cbllegee

..
...

. ..

'Bakersfield
. .

. I%
-. Si 44 .19'

. .....

17 \.,(0.

Chico. .

. 8g 16 27- 22 '. 26

i .
Fresno 107 181 120 : ',.25 73

Fullerton. 60' . 69 36 %. 15 22 r

Hayliali -. . .
..78 "16. 11 -16 44

Lofig ach. .
77 54 97 24 ,

Los Angeles 82 81 40 26 62

Northridge '.98 126
A
55 49

Pol)Itechnio, Pomona 55" 21 28 14 32_. 't .

.
' Polytechnic, San Luis,bbispo' '12' 96 56

. 75

"7Sacramento , . '., 71 87 15 13 43

SanBernardimo 46\
.

-11 c, 26

.San Diego 160 ..113 t 78 .26 40.

San Francisco r 73 194 k 18 - 28

San Jose' -.79. ' 30 / 23 , .16 14

Sonoma % .
.... . 127 117 24

.

25 73

. ,
;

Community .Colleges

Alameda _ .. 45

Allan Hancock 55 11
.1

.
. 8 42

..--
American River --- 93 121 4 122

Bakers'fieldA' 70 59 26

11 73,

69 ._

,

. Barstow':
,

'
31 78 1 -

Butte 70 92 31
.

. . i
. Cerritos 21 38 . I 13 'I"- 2 9 ,32

* Chabot s'',s'' 7 7 -94. . 5 .77- 33'

Citrus
v Z3 : 95 89 5 10 101.

Compton
i , .32 58'' 78 %.

. Contra Costa
.

40 101 69 1 -5) 30
'i.Rxmaumnes River 68 40 37'

Cuesta . i
..

s*
1 t 45 75N___ 66 4 - 87

''' Cypress
. 72 103.i'... ,

7
(

'
Diablo Valley ,, 33 117 100 1 8 22

..,/

. -.. . ,101 127 10 72

f
East Los Angeles

4

..

C
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t'

E3 .

.
. .

Community Colleges (con)

FAC UDS GS ES

..

!

TR

95

11

:49
4

79

57

66

'128,
73

101

48

.47
125.

2

-'

..

c

1

29

2

22

.93

1

1

4i

5

.

E1 csmino.
-Feather River
FKesno .

Gavilan
Glendale

4-----...._

.Grossmont

HangVeil
Indian Valley 29 .

Long Beach 82 95 '.. $51

Los angel2s '89 121 68

.'L. A. Harbor
L. Pietee.7

75 62 .

.

83

_

L. A. Southwest ' . 44 76. 51 .

L. A. Trade - -Technical 81 106 -98,

L. A. Valley 85 106 43

Marin 72 48 6 - 1

A , Merced
_

61.
.49

119 25 3

Merritt 98 81

Mount San Antonio 106 123- 66 ' 5

.
Mount San Jacinto 44 93 . 3

Naps .
,

3

Ohlone -2 19 30 . 4

Orange Coast 95 63
A

Palomar 18 31 2

Pasladena 75 118 57 4

Redwoods . 65 92 31 5

Reedley 52 48 18

Rio Hondo . 88 113 49 77 3

Riverside 45 39 4P 5

Sacramento e 91 80 61

.. Saddleback 49 66 ! 3

San Bernardino Valley 92 110 26

San Diego 65 , 98 4

San Diego Evening 27 27 143 1,

Saapiego Mesa 61 139

San Francisco 69 74 1

-San'Francisco CC District
.

90

San Joaquin Delta 80 89 67 5

.San Jpse 3 62 159 67 3

Santa Ana 79 133 39 4

anta Barbara , -' 38 . 52 4

Santa Monica 103 180 73 4

Santa Rosa 89 2

Shasta. * 5? 55 80 4

Sierra . 67' 76 5

Siskiyous 40 43 40 5

Skyline i
, .--

33 -70 45 1

Sbuthwestern 10 -66 59 1

4

1'
$

ADM 91

/A. "I .

r

1'16

61 -

. e
13 45

3 2

1. 44'

10. 44
28

1, . .:

10 72 .. V A

j4.,90
;

64

24 1 .4

52
19 29k'

. ),
4. 55

6 1., # .
...

'.....s.

16
. ."--

24 It
...

6 25

"3
, 6

. ,.

18. 39

e,

16 80
..... .

1 63
% 4 *53

3 78

,

4 23 , 0
...v

7 25

5 _ '90
,-

50

$
t

12 t

4 '6

'14 65

14

: 6 33

tl 50

11 33.

11 88

0.,

'MO

.- t:44

5 -76

31 '

5 64

6 .11 .

7 66

Ne.

r ,

4,

a'

A

a

ro



11.
E4 I.

.
.

.

4116

.

.

%

Cbmmunity.Lolleges (con)

/
FAC UDS , GS

,_,

11

1

16

9

.

.

10

50
c

16,

24
46

9

23

ES .TR

'

ADM`'

1

2

6

7

.

.

10

5
.....---

4

8

6

N

10

4

7

15

8

7

COM

.

I

________

73 26

48 71

40 95

85 94

79 53
/

/
/

/

23 72

50 .64
21 64

21 48

106 80

'29 : 47 '.-,17

18 33

31 .39

"21'
..

12' 26-

52 97

J1 ' 8

7 17

18 86'.

46 21

25 27

24 59

36 26

44 38

44 A 41

45 39

68 f 79

34 54

21

59

100

97

.

. .

v

3

4

3

4
21

6

9

.45

6

.7

4

2

7
10

7

6

16

4

10

9

1

19

16

13

9

38

82

40

41

52

2

3s-.

.

..

38

34

22

,

.6

17

46

34

23

55
32

i

Ventura
Victor Valley
West Los Angeles'.

West Valley ' ,

Yuba -

_ I 1 , r 1 , f i

:., Private Institutions

.:

Armstyow,College
Azusa Pacific College
California Baptist College
'California Institute.

of $he Arip.

Claremont Colleged* .

Dominican College'of:: ;

San Rafael ,
Immaculate Heart College

Menlo college
Mills College .

,Monterey inatitute'of .

Foreign Studies' c . ,'
, Mount Saint Mary's-College

'Occidental College 7,,,

Otis Art Institute, l'

Pacific College,
Pasadena College

. Pepoerdine Univerbity

,,,Ir Pitzei College
Saint Mary's College of
CalifOrnia

University Pacific

Univers'iry ci,Redlands
University of San Francisco
University of Santa Clara
Westmont College

N

* Including a sample from Pitzer College.

A
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APPEN6IX

4

.3 LETTER OR NUMERICAL IDENTIFICATION OF INSTITUTIONS, CAMPUS CONSTITUENT CROUP

RETURN RATES, AND RATINGS r)' SURVEY METHOD APPROPRIATENESS .

2

The letters'(or numbers in the case of the community.colleges)

given in the left hand colummbn pages'3, 4, and 5 are the symbols assigned'

. to each institution in the project. The symbolg were t%sed both as a

t

4

-convenience in plotting the fesults (GAX scores) foreach constituent group

from each of the participating eampusesNe

The first of the two ratings given in this appendix indicates for

each campus-. constituent group, the proport.iop of.each sample who actually
.

-"s filled out and returned the questionnaire, i.e., the sample return rate.

Cilculation ¶f return rates was done at the ETS office; the number of

completed IGIti fbt a given campug constituent group receivedat ETS was

taken as a percent of the corresponding tempts sample, as determined by

the Guidelines (page D-7). The xating key is as follows:

1
E (Excellent) - 85% or higher return rate

C (Good)

F (Fair)

P (Poor)

X

Blank

65% to 84% return rate

45% to 64% return rate

20% to 44% return rate

- Less than 20% return. These samples were
eliminated from all the analyses that used the

institution as the unit.

Constituent_gropp not surveyed 4per local campus

decision)
q

The second rating is an assessment of the extent to which the

campuses were able toy follow the methodological aspects of the Guidelines.

The ratings, described on the next page, were made entirely from the .

41"

a



F2,

$ .

. ,

information provided on the '.:Report of Mdthodology" questionneire.mentioned

4D.on page 13.'

Rating. 'Illustrative Reported Procedure
f

1
(HA) Highly Acceptable c 1. "Entire group stirveyed""(FAC).

2. -Selection "by table of random numbers"
from complete list of individuals (e.g.,
FAQ) or classes (UDS, GS, M.-

3. Selection by "table of random numbers from
population stratified by rank and depart-
ment" (FAC), "department or major" (UDS;-
GS), "voting precinct", "race, occupation,

et." (COM).

(A) Acceptable, 1.

2.

nth")Systematic ("every n--") selectieh from
complete list,of individuals (FAC,UDS, GS).,

-"Representative classes stratified by
depaftment" (student categories).

A

. .

(PA) Probably Acceptable" 1. "Random selection" (procedure not described)
with stratification by rank and department"

(FAC), "major"' --(6S), "depArtment".

2.

A,

:'Cross- section of departments" (FAC, UDS) .

3. "Particular" or "selected" classes (student

categories).

4. "Random" - no further information..

(BA) Barely Acceptable

(II) insufficient
Information

(NR) No Response

1

Use of special groups to a greater or lesser

extent (d.g., "community leaders", "PTA groups",

"alumni", "evening classes 'with broad spectrum

of community representation", etc.).

'Form returned but selection procedure not
sufficiently described to warrant judgment of

its adequacy.

A
O'

Report,of Methodology form not Returned.

1



. University of

er:** California

A
B

C

D

E

F

H

Sample' Response Rate

F 3

Rating of Surveyt11'ethod

Appropriateness

FAC UDS GS DS ES QOM FAC UDS GS DS ES COM

E F P P
_
BA PA PA A. C7-... .

F F.. F P PA PA ..PA BA

G G F P PA A °A BA

G G G P HA HA HA PA

F X P P.._ PA II II BA

F F P A PA PA BA

G G G F PA PA PA BA

F P . P P jPA HA- HA -Bir

California
State University
and Colleges' It

A E P P . P PA PAs4 PA

a P F P. P HA PA PA

C E1FP P -PA A 'A

D G P X X '')/ A .BA .BA-

E F .F P P PA PA PA-

F F X X P PA BA BA

G
.

.F G G P HA A A

H G G F.-. F PA ,PA..- PA

I F P G PA A .A

J G G P HA bRA

K G X X P PA .HA
--,

L E G P HA PA
M F X F P A A

N' , F F P P. PA A

o G F P
.
F A A

j Pt E G lE G . PA A

Community

Colleges

1

3

4

5

6

7

9

10

c

H.

A
A*
A
PA'

/

PA
PA
BA
A

BA
PA
BA

BA
BA
BA
BA

BA

PA
BA

E G P A A A II

F E F HA 4 BA PA BA

E X , P NR NR NR NR

F P G NR NR NR NR

E E G PA' . A A PA

E . G P HA A A. II

F P P NR NR NR NR

E G HA A BA

E P HA A BA

X X P NR 'NR NR NR
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ti

0

Sample Responses Rate /Raging of Survey Method
Appropriateness

Community
Colleges (cont.)

FAC UDS GS DS ES
*
COM FAO UDIS US ES OoM

-

. ,

11 G P . P HA; PA. *a ' BAS

12 E .F F G NR NR 'NR NR.

13 r F G P : ..., HA
_

A
-

BA

14 G E - E X II PA II , BA

15 k P NR ,' NR NR

16 G F G : PA BA BA

17 . .E E ', E E PA PA piIppe
18 G G . G G NR NR' NR NR 'y

19 E 'E F E . HA A A BA

20 Go X NR NR

21 ..-- ---F :HA

22 E F P G ,t PA PA pA BA.

23 G P 'x P HA . PA PA BA

24 P F X HA - A' - BA

25 ' F E G F ,NR , , NR NR NR

26 G E P F II A A BA

E G F F HA PA PA BA
,27

28
e

E ,P P HA A BA.

29

30

F- ,
G,

F

E

G

G X

IP
II

.

,
II i

.PA A BA

91 G E X PA A BA

32 E NR

33 ' F E v-G P ,II If II II
' 34 --G F PA PA

.35 E E E E II PA , PA BA

36 E P E X NR -NR -NR NR.

37 E E P F Pk PA PA BA

/ 38 E E X PA A II
1/

:39 F E ,G P PA . A A BA

40 E E X. G ' PA A A PA

41 E E .; G A A BA,

42 E - E - F II PA II
43 F F P P PA e, , BA -PA BA

44 E F 'F P PA A A BA

45 P E F F II ,. -11 LI.. II
46 X P X NR NR . NR

47 F P. X F II A P II
48 E E G G PA PA PA PA

49 G 21 F G PA II .PA II
50 F F ,P F NR, NR NR NR

51% G G P P HA- ,PA II BA

52 G LX '. P NR NR NR

53 F E 'E 'P BA A A PA

54 X P II II i
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Community
Colleges (cont.)

Se

. . ,

Sample RespopseRate

F5

Rating of Survey ;fethod

Appropriateness

CO
J e

FAC UDS GS DS ES M Mt DM GS Ds' E
-.

CONCON

55

56

57

58

59

k0

. 61

62
63

64 '

65 x

66

. 67 0

68

69

Private
Instiqtt ions

7

A.

D
E.

F.

H

I

J

K

r

9

^

.R

.

F P P X HA (- A k . BA'

E F P NR. NR ° ,NR

P -X PA' PA
.E, E E E . ' PA PA PA, BA

G E E G , PA PA.- PA -II

P 'NR
.

E P F P --PA A A, B

E r P HA PA BA

G G G F PA PA PA BA

E E . G P - II , II II II .

F
.

E .q-. k NR .NR NR NR

E : G P P PA. A A' BA
.G, ...- P HA. II' II . II

G ' G _ G .. F NR NR NR NR.

.

G G.

F "E P

F E

& E

F P

F P X
P

P P P

G F P. ,

E. F

G P

F P F .

P

P P

, P

F F

P

P P P

E

F P P

F X

NG E E

11G G

).

1.

.

t HA PA
PA PA .- It'

NR NR .

X HA PA II

P ' HA HA HA BA

P II PA PA II

F NR NR Ntl.

P PA PA PA BA

G NR NR NR NR

PA PA PA

HA A 1

P . HA II II ,, II

HA HA
. ..

P II II II
NR ,

PP. HA PA BA
,

NR NR
e

HA' HA HA , .
P

0 ,
HA A BA

X HA' II II . BA

A BA

X II II II II

A PA

D, r-
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APPENDIX G,'

G1

DEMOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF CONSTITUENT GROUAND SUBGROUPS

The information in this appe.ttdix will enable the reader to determine

the.sample composition of each Vilf the segment, cdnstituent kroups'and sub

groupsconsidered in the survey analyAes in, terms pf a number of demographic.

a nd status variables.
I

For example, the distributions of the sample of 551 UC facul by
.

4
w

,

teaching field, rank, age, sex, and race afe given across,the,top of pages,
IV

,
.

G2 and G3. Or the breakdowns of the sample of 397community college

evening students age 4( or older according to major r-
field, age, sex,

and family income can be read across the eleventh row on pages G4andG5.

.t
4

o

0

M

I.



.

I.

UC Faculty
Arts and sciences

''Prof /career fields

- Age under 40 ',

Age 40 or over

-

.lio. "phy, .. 'Soc. Hu- En-

N gci. Sci. Math. Sci. mo. Arts. Edue. Bus, gin. 0th.

551 15 9 40 19 15 5 f
2 6 6

453 26 11 5 21 23 6

79
250 16 18 6 23 .20 3 1 1 1 6 4

.
..,

10. 1 8 52 id

290 26 14 3 14 18 6 1 1 9 . 5-

CSUC Faculty 1394 7 7 5 20 15 8 13 7 5 9

Arta and sciences 871 11 12 8 32., 24 13

Prof./career fields 471 39 21 14 27 -

Age under 40 594 7 - 11 7 25 17- 7 8 7 4 7 0

Age 40 or over 762 . 8 4 4 17 14, 10
i.,

18 ' 8 5 11
-

CC'Faculty 3938 7 , 7 5 15 15 9 5 9 3 16

Arts.and sciences 2283 12 12 9 26 27 15

Prof./career fields 1274 . 14 29' 8 49

Age under 40 1380 , 8 7 5 17 15 9 6 9 ---r- 17

Age 40 or over 2412 7 7 5 15: ,., 17 8 4 !CI 3 16

1!
. r ,

PI Faculty ,. 785 5 7 5 19''27 11 8 '4 : 2

___Arts and sciences - 578 6` 10 6 26 37 '15
.

ProfIcareer fields 162 37 22 '10 31

age under 40 306 5 '7 ., 5 25 26 9 6 3 3 8
. _

r Age 4eor over 442 . 5....,---Er, 5 15 30 13 9 5 2 5

. UC Upper Div. Students 478 17 5 5 ,32 16 6 1 5' 7

Arts and sciences 387 21 ', 6- i 6 40 19 7

Profitareer fields 70 6 13 33 49'

Males 227 22 8, 6 29 11 4, 3 7 - 7

Females 170 Il 2 6 36 2 8 1 8

Whites ' 327 18 6 5 30 1

i
6 1 . 2 3 7

Blacks

2

8 13 50 2 , 13

Chicanos 7 14 57 14

Fam. income < $12,000 133 20 5. 6 -. 32 13 5 1 3 5 6

Fam. income > $1Z,000 241 15 5 5 '.. 34 18 6 1 1 ''-'-" 5 ., 7

.

CSUC UDS 1146 6 2 2 27 10 7 7 11 1 7 13

Arts and sciences 614 12 4. 3 50 19,, 13

Prof/career fie s 443 17 29 19' 35

Males 511 8 3 1 26 9 1 2 15 12 15__4 ,)

Females 409 5 1 3 . 32
.

13, 10 12° 7 13

' Whites 752 7 2 2 30 11 8 6 11 6 14

Blacks " 22 1 23 '5 9 23 14 9

Chicanos 51 4 i9 16 12 8 6 18

Fam. income c 41,000 ' 439 7 2 2 9 8 6 12 7 13

Pam% income > $12,b00 429 6 3 2 490 fl 6 6 .12' '7 13

CC Day Students ' 5353 10 4 3 16 6 7 10 14 5 12

Arts and sciences 2509 21 9 6 35 14 15

Prof/career fields 2157 24 36 11 29

Males 200 10- 6' 3 15 6 8 ` 6 17 8 12

Females 1899 10 2'1- 18 7 9 15 15 1 13

Blacks

? 1,6 6 8 10 15 4 12
Whites' 3008 10 5

282 5 22 60 6 12 16 '4 10

Chicanos 210. '7 3 2 20 9 7 a 17 6' 9

Fam, income < $12,000 1893 9 4 ,. 3 18 6 7 8 16 6 13

Fam. income > $12,000 1747. 11 5 3 15 7 8 12 16 4 11
4

Private instit. 1110k 1086 6 2 2 214 15 8 7 11 4 +7

Arts and sciences 675 . 10 4 3 46 24 .13 ,..-1

Prof./career fields 329 . 4..24 38 15 24

Males 290 6 3 ° . 2 24 10 9 4 ' 20 , 14 6

Females 419 7 '1 1 29 23 10 9 8 10

Whites 575 6 2 2 28 17 10 7 11 6 8

Blacks!" 27 4 4 '90 19 4 11 22 4

Chicanos 23 4 22 26 f 17 ,9 22 NA/

Fem. inept < $12,000 237 5 2 24 19 'Ii 8 13, 7 .10

Fem. income >X2,000 433 7 27 16 10 7 13 6 7

. .



0
1

G3

.
Faculty Rank Age Clasd Sex Race

,
.,

Asst. Assoc. Un. 20 3Q 40 50 60

Inst. Prof. Prof. Prof. 20 29 34 49 59 Ov. Jr. Sr. Hale. WH 13i, CH OT

.
1 27 24

s
44 .. .4 7 38 28 1'7 7

1 29 26 43 7, 41 .28 17 6

1 27 15 57 11 27 33 19 10

'1 58 ,31 8 16" 84
r 2 19, 76 54 33* 13

2 34 2$9 31
2 ,, 38 29 29
3 30 30 35
4 57 30 5

1 17 29 51'
44 8 10 10
46 9 11 12
49 8 9 '9
56 10 6 -2

40 7 ,12, 16

8 .32- 22 26

8 33 24 28
10 '34 9 25

14 50 20 7

i 4 .21. 25 42

I

4

L

.I

/8' 35 32 , 17 6

9 41 30 15 4
6 26 37 22 8

-1.9 81
58' 31 10-

7 8 33 23 5

9 29 35 22 5

5 31 33 25 5

20 80
55 ,37 8

e
9 30' 26 20 10

10. 31 29 20 9
10 29. 22 24 14
24 76

47 35 18

' 4 91 2 '1 ' 47
4 93 1 2 47
3 910 4 1 49
3 94 2

45055 91 1 2

3 92 4 t 1 t 6

4 93 2' 47
13 "88
14 86 71

38

93 '1 ,48

4 84 9 2 31-
35

5 79 8 3 34

7 81 7 5 1 38

5 ',85 6 2

i 74 1p 5 1 35

9' 68 5 5 36
1 5 81 8 4 36

8 73 12 2 43
5 . 82 8 3 35

, 7 79 7 5 i 1 34
.

401 42 6 .3 1 37*

44 45 6 3 1 . 39

41 45 8 3 1 39

36 52 5 2 1 z 36

49 34 9 4 1 42

44 42 7 3 ' 1 39

'.. 27 46 14 5 1 33
37 49 9 2 1 37

33 51 8 3 1 35

50 36 6' 4 .1 42

17 72 4 3 1 /37
18 74 5 1 39

17 .78 2 1 1 37

8 ' 86 2 1 ri 46

25 68 4 2 34

16 77 3 1 1 41

22 59 15 4 ' 26

22 78 43

13. ,, 79 4 2 44
20 73 3 2 ,37

. 4 .

Figures are for ireshmen and sophomores ...

ge '

93' 94 1 4

P3
97

-7,-.
1'93 1

92 ,'-i "T4 1 4

94 1) 97 .1 1

82 93 1 1 5

84 94 .1 5

77 93 1 1 5

84 .91 3 1 5.

79 95 1 4

IR

. 71 9?' 3 3 3

) 73 -93 -3 1 3

66 91 3 3* 3.

.71 88 4 3 .5
70 95* 1 1 3

.

.74 95 .1 3

79 96 1 3

71 96 1 3

75 96 1 3

72 97 1 1

50
50

56
54

89 3
85, 2

1 12
2 11

,

49 70 82 1 17

47 99 86 2 2 10
Is 83 2 2 13

51 57 99
50 50 99
29

5579

99 0

51 70 5 -5 20

49

53
49

0

r 91, 1

83 2
85 3

7

5 10
5 7

63 80 3 6 11

56 9
83 2 6 9

50 85 2 5 8

54 99
45 5 "99

39 ,' 6 99

54 6 80 4 '6 7 '

55*,
.,..),.' .

48' 86 1 2 11 I
4.6*
*51

413
52

77 6

1.7 -7
6 10
7 9

46 53 76 .8 6 10
50 99 78 16 7 08

45 75. 8 7 10

a&
43

53
..48

99
99

,

48 53 99
50 ,. .58 . 71 9 9 10

46 #8 84 4 4 8
, t.

36 41 84 '3 3 9

39 34 -85 3 3 8

34 53 79 4 4 13

* 40 99 80 3 4 12

36 85' 4 3 8

38 39 99
48 33 99
-30 48 99

31 48 74 7 5'13
38 37 89 .2 2 6
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' .
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Field

\
0

..

.
Bio Ptiy.." loc. Hu- . En-

N Sci. Scil Math. 8ci. man. Apts. Educ. gin. Other

I , .
. I

UC Giad. Students 335 15 13 4 14 16 5 4 10 13

f
Arts and icietces. 226 22 19 7 21 24 8

/

Prof./career fields 99 1A 32 _43

CSUC Grad. StydenIs 667 10 7 4 16' 9 5

Arts and sciences
Prof./career fieldt 289

343 19 13 4 8 31 18 10
8 3. 9

/41 7! 22

L Prig. Instil. GS 232 3 3 17 14 18 ' 27 6

Arts and sciences Igo 5 1 5 31 26 32

Prof./career fields 95 'I 66 16 .
. .1

!
.

CC Evening Students 2679 5' 3 2 14 6 4 9 , 6 9 *

Age under _40 1977 5 4 2 16 7 4 q.

6 10

Age 40 of older 397 4

\ ' .

2 ', 11 6

,

3 ' .13 -8 8

Income < $12,000 995 5

4

3 2 , 15 8 9 6 10

825 5Income > $12,b00 4 2 15 6 3/ '10 7 8

Men 1048 4 4 3 14 6 5 5 12 % 10

Women . 878 , 6 3 1 7 8 15 9 I
..,

'UC Adiiiistrators 121

s

Age under 40 . 26

* °
. Age 40 or older 90

...1.-
Gen./cent. admin: 21

)

Academic admin. , 32.

Student personnel 23

/ ', Busineis, fiscal 13

.
. ,

., -

CSUC Adminstrators 251'

4081*

.1 k Age under 40 y 71.

Age`AO or older 174

Gen./cent. Idmin. 45

Academic admin. 71

111

tudent personnel AO
usiness, fiscal 11

t .

CC Administrators 310

Age under 40 46

Age 40 or older 244

Gen./cent. admin. 31

Academic admin. "1

Student personnel 67

Business, fiscal 19

PI Administrators 85

Age under 40 25

Age 40 or older 55

Sen./cent. admin. 10

Academic admin. 19

Student personnel 9

Business, fiscal 5

Campus Chief Execs. 113

UC 7Chancellor?.
CSUC Preside s 10

CC Presidents 66

PI Presidents 27

UC Regents .7

CSUC Trosce.a
8

11



t

.1

PP

f
c c

r A

An Sex i Ra ce

Un. 20 10 40 50 60 .

20 29* 39 49 59 Ov. Male W11 131, CH, OT
.

77 15 5 1
...

78 15 5 1

1 79 15 4 1

67 21 7 2

74 16 6 2

0 G5

-I , , ,

Family Income
/

t
Un. 6K 12K 1,8K 24K Ov.
6K .12K 18K 24K 30K 30K IA.

504. 22 22 11 7 8
31 23 20 11 9 5

28 21 25 10 3 13

21 31 26 12 5 5

% 26 "21 9 5 5
/ 15 ' 34.1 15 5 4 , 4

...... .
20 la.. 22 13 13 13

1

23 18 26 12 8 14
13 4.4 13 15 24 11

17, 38 26 -,1.0, 4 4,

18 40 26 10 3 4

14 30 30 15 7 5

31 69
59 23 9 9..

15 40- 28 10 '3 3

20 34 25 11 5 4 !

63 27 7 1

66
66 '.

68
4

'64
64 .

. 64

87 1 1 10
89 1 1 9
84 1 15

4

86 2 3 8
88 1 4 7

86 3 4 8

1 61 17 10 2 37 84' 3 1 11

2 72 15 7 13 ) 37 90 3 7

49 19 .15 1 37 .98 3 18

*
9 42 23 10 4

12 g, 57 31
66 30

7 55 il 8. 4

13 37. 26 15 5

%` 7 49 25 10 4

., 13 44 20 12 6

1 54
56

4 49.
1 -54

54
1 99
1

75 11 7 7

75 11 7 8
79 12 5 4

70 12 9 9

80 10 5 5

74 11 .8 7

76 13 5 7
`.1.

4. 2 19. 25 40 ..1 87 96 3 1 A i
i 12 88 r 85 ,, 85 10 5 r

4

13 54 212 87 99 r
17 17 48 13 82 99

6 13 34 31 9 97 97
30 13 48 4 70 87

8 23 54\1_ 92 99

: 24 34 31 ,4 90 95

15 85 88 93
49 44 6 91 95

7 31 36 20 4 96 96

13 49 32 - 4 89 0.8

8 45 .15 33 80 96
47 '18 29 6 94 88

1. 14 34 37 7 86 -94

9 91 89
r643 '48 9 85

3 6 42 . 32 16, 86 91

2 12 34 35 5' 86 95
1 16 39 34 4 46 93

16 42 32 5 94 99

5 25 29 24 12
.

75 99

°
16 84 83 99

%5 36 18 , 70 99

4, 10 50 10 10. 20 80 99

26 26 21' 21 . 83 99

11 33 11 22 IN 88 99

).. a k) 80 99
4:-

5 3' 45 11' 95 96
14 57 14 . 86 99

20 40 30 29 - 88
. 3 32 53 9 .......'99 95
15 37 30 7 86 99

14 71 86 99

'71 .... 25 13 63 .85 99
" .

. ' 0, \ 4

C

. J
3 .
9 4 -..

. .
4 1 3 1 / t.

1 4 3

1 3 1 /
2 2

.1 1

3
6 6

,
.

3 1 3

9 3 8
2 1

3 6
3 2

17 ,.

a, .,

.
.

t'

.

.
3 1 '5 3 5 16 71 ...

99 ,
12 99

5 5 3 . 2 23 66
5' 5 14 9 67,.

..

.. -

16 84 a'
r

. .. 99 e

.

,

s
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4 T` 1.
k

4. i

. A` . %Z.1. rt3t. G6

. s 0
'Race

. -
Family Income

..., N Ast .

-
. °lin. 20 30 40 50 60 "- :.1 .., lUn. 6K 1/K 18K 24K 1. ; .

20 29 39 49 59' O. I, af M. CH 01' 6K 12K 14K 24K 30K 3 K 14
....

.. .
... .

CC Trustees , 135 1 15 23 34 19 97 1 14 i 6 21' 20-...14 39

Age under 40 21 5 95 94 6 6 34 20 20 20

Age 40 to 59 77 40 60 97 1 1 1 2 21 21 '11 45

Age 60,or over 26 , 99 99 . *16 - 25 .16 18 25

Income < $12,000 6 17 02.11 50 99 9
/ 2.3

917
31 25 96Income 12K - 30K 48 4 40 :35 25

Inspme > $30,000 35 9 40 37 -14 97 3' 99 ...

Biue col lar , 4

Business/admin.' 33. ! 15 12 45 21 97 '3 . 7 29 16 10 39

Professional l 38 24 21 29 24 95' -5 8 14:. 19. 12 47
,

t%
.

. /PI Trustees . 188 3 8 20 34 29 99 1 4,7 6 Hi 9 '9 57 s
Age under,40 '20 25 ;5 99 f "23 1-5 9' I5 38

-:: Age 40 to 5,9 101 37 63 98 .. 1 .1 ' 11. 9 .13, 60
t 7. 16 7 7 63*Age 60 or peer 55 . 0 99 99

Income < $12,000 12 . 17 25 8 25 17 99
1

. 58 42

Income. > $.39,00o 59. 2 1 19 3: 32 99
40 : 30 30

99
&dome 12K - 30K 30 - 10 33 27 30 99

..
-.Nue collie . 1 .

.
usines's/admin. 35 ',, 6 20 40 34 99 6 < 6 3 83

. Professional 54 _ 4 4 30 31 26 98 2 14 9 19 ' 9 14 35

.. s 4 -
UC Community Petple249 17 lf 21 .18, 16 89 5 4 3 10 15 24 1' 10 29

Whites 163 18 17 23 20 18 99 . 8 1§ 22 11 11 32 ,

Blacks ir .10 30.. 30 30 10 - 99 22 33 33 11 4f.

ChiCanChicanos 7 43 29 14 14 99 14 29. 29 14 14

Income <$6.000 17 47 18 141k, 18 .76 12 6 6 99

income 6K - 12k 27 59' 11 7 - 7. IN 93 99'
Income 12K-30K 0 12 19 22 24

1

18 87 7 4 2 51 28 22

' Income > $30,000 t 53 4 19 34 26 13 96 2 2 , 99

Homemaker 18 17 17 22 22 11 e 99
27 18.

6 . -28 6 61

Blue collar 11 18 18 60 20.. .ttk 10 27 27 27 18

Business/admin. 56 13 13 23 25 23 91 5 4 7 10 24 15 7 .36
Professional 72 15 21,, 31 18 14 92 ..4 3 19, 15 21 10 14 28 ,

4.

CSUC Community Peop.647 1 14 1..0 27 21 11 99 -5 ; 8 '21 23 20 12 15

Whites 496 1 13 18 29 22 11 99 6 20 23 21 13 27 /
Blacks 20 10 .60 15 5 99 35 '24 29 6 6

Chicanos 26 8 42 19 27 99 38 27 23 8 4

Income < $6,000 47 2 45 26 6 4 , 9 64 13 21 2 99
Income ISK - 12K 115' 3 30 30 18 8 7, 83 3 6 "7 -99
Income 12K .- 30K 296 '1 8 18 '35 20 11 93 2 3 2 42 36 22

Income > $30X00 87 2 6 34 41 10 98 1 1 99
1 -

-Homemaker 86 2 13 23 23 21 12 91 5 3 1 5 23 25 16 9 21 .

7 Blue collar 101 3 30 22- 26 10 s 2 77 8 12 3 21. 32 29 13 3

Business /admin. 157 10 15 36 .23 11 89 3 1 7 6 19. 17 20 17 10
,0

Professional' 166 9 22 .27 23 13 94 2 3 2 4 15 20. 27 14 18 .I . ..
...

CC Community Peop. 2720 '4 21 19 23 17 7 84 5 6 4 11 22 "28 20 11 8

Whites 1795 3- 21 19. 24 20 .8.. 99 8 20 28 22 12. 9 t

Blacks 116 3 31 28 24 7 1 99 22 37? 24 12 2- 3

Chicanos 1.29 81 38 22 23 6 1 99 26 41 24* . 5 3 1

Income < $c1,000 217 .7 51 .14 11 4 7 69 11 15 5--- 99 ...., .

L

Incoms 6K - 12K 452 4 37 22 14 12 7 75 9 11 .')4 0 99

Income 12K - 30K 1198 3 14 22 28 21 6 90 4 3 3 47 - 35 18 o

Income> $30,000 191 4 5 13 34 27. 12 39 2 1 9 99

Homemaker' 315 18 21 29 18 8 90 4 v 4 2 8' 24 .29 20 9 9

Blue collan 354 6 35 2; 18 9 4 73 8 15 4 19 33 31 11 3 2

Business/admin. 656 2 .18 20 27 21 7 88 4 4 5 7 18 '25 24 14 10

Professional * 465 17 21 26 24 , 8 87' 4 4 5 5 15 ''.27 24 14 13

. .
PI Community Peop. 342 9 19 27 20 .17 93 5 1 1 3 15 22 17 8 35

Whites 201 8 '18 29 21 18 99 2 15 21 17 8 37

Blacks 11 9 27 36 18 9 99 20 10 30 10 . 10

Chicanos 2 99
Income < $5,000 7 29 43 14 14 57 29 14 99 v ,

Income 6K - 12K 32 ., '28 22 22 9 19 88 911. 3 99
Inpome 124( - 30K 97 6 '24 29 18 19 95 4 1 47 35. 18

Income > $30,00Q 73 '1 11 40 30 15 96 1 1 '1 99
Homeniaker 34 15 24 29 6 24 94 6 9 21 24. 12 9 24
Blue collar 11 ....., '36 27 9 9 60 30 10 56 33 11
Business/admin 70 7 14' 34 30 13 96 4 9 18 16 9 47
Professional 18 8 17 26 2b 19 _ 92 4 1 2 3 14 22 19 10- 32

Jh
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e .
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Sex Level of Eduohtfort* a copar,ion04. ,

-.
.. .

Male 1.2. S. 4. S. 6.**7. ° 8. t9,' .2.- 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8: 9. 10.`
% I

84 1 k :* I; '15 , 15 19 45 b0 2 3' °'. 26 15 13 10 24

88
1

12. ' 6 23 59 ° 13
11

31 ` 13 . 43

87 - 16 41 9 31 15' 2. 16 25 it.
1 1,6

81 ,1 21 4 26 48 10' ; It .'\ 10 23 ,28 5 10

83 , 17 17 67
. 40 '40 20

. 85 2 4 2 22 '16 18. 6 '10 ' 7 2 S 27 1.5 15 10 IS

8; 3 20 24 53 12 - .- 18 18 12 40

s. y!.

94 29 29 23 i6 : A ' -64 56

97 8 16 -76 a 26 21 53 .

,.. .

71 1 1 , 8 18 11, 55 1 2 2 '9 24 24 S 24

60 "8 c 15 :a 46 33 22 11 33
I
A 81 6 17 10, 67 8 2 12 23 32 3 20

73 3 15 22 22 37 . 13 ' 4 9 28 13 9 24 .
e

75 . - - 9 91 .
1 50 20 30

77 3 7 .18 10 62 11 11 8 43 26

78 2 10 7,6 20 42 17 13 42 2 1 22

. .

94 3 3 11 34 26 23 3 29 69

83 0 ..2 6 9 82 44 H 44
qg ,

64 1 1 6 1 10 28 18 35 11 3 2. 2 10.16 11 11 194 16

"44 63 1 6 2 8 28 20., 35 13 2 1 1 8 15 12 :11 20 16

70 20 '30 20 10 20 13 13 13 25 25 . 13

99 14 14 14 14 44 3 20 .
47 6 6 6 37 6 31 7 7 1

20 20 20 20

13 27
A.

13 27 7

56 11 7 19 19 ,. 44 16 16 1.1) 27 .21 10

-
A.

:76

1 1 6 4 12 24 18 33 9 1 1..5 9 16 12 13' 13 21

2 4 6 29 24 34 22 20 18 4 20 .16

11 56 17 17 "t10 §9 .

73 9 9 36 45 27 27

4 12. 5/3
18 27 .
21 34 14 10 25 45 30

69.- I' 1 15 '25 58 25 40 35

i
w

9 60 1 1 3 11 2 25 20 1,3 24 16 6 8 6 9 11 10 14 11 8

61 1 2, 2 9 2 ,24 21 13 24 18 6 6 6 9 12 10 14 12 8

47 5 26 21, 5 21 5 16 21 16 11 16' 16 5 5 11

SO 12 23 4 31 12 8 12 14 9 41 5 5 5 22

51 9 9 11 19 19 11 11 13 10 4 15 2 10 10 2 7 5 5

49 1 '' 4 3 '16 7 3 30 20 13 10 18 '3 11 6 22 6 14 8 2
.

641; 3 7 3 27 22 13 25 15 1 8 8 6 12 126 17 15 5

70 7 16 24 11 41 22 1 19 18 10 7 22
40

3 1 5 9 14 '.I. 27 24 13 5 99

71 5 5 9 22 a !., 36 12 3 31, 30 39 32

69 1 11 3 37 30 11 6 . 30 '.39 31

76 'I 7 18 20 54 43 35 22'

56 1 2 12 2 36 17 10 18 18 5 8 8 14 13' 6' 9 11' 8

56 1 2 11 2 37 18 10 ,16 18 4 6 7 14 17 8 8 11 7

' 40 1 5 13 7 30 18 6 19 14 13 15 7 15 13 1 7 7 7

53 1 2 9 21 3' 39 7 6 11 11 18 23 8 11 10 1 12 5 2

41 1 1 7 14 2 40 17 7 10 16 12 20 8 24 7 5 5 4 ....
SO 1 a 18 4

.
,43 13 6 10 20 12 9 9 21 9 2 7. 7 5

58 . 1 2 9 2 36 18 11 20 17
7'

7 13 3.8 8 10 13 7

64 I 9 2 22 21 9 36 18 * 1 5 1 24 IS 7 7 22

2 1 1 4 17 3 40 20 8 6 99 ;.
71 2 5 21 4 52 8 3 4 24 40 37

63 1 3 14 3 45 16 9 7 .39 43 19

67 10 22 18 49 35 38 27

I ... ,.

60 1 1 8 12 25 17 35 18 2 4 4 19 14 16 11 14,

62 ....... 9 12 25 18 36 19 ' 2 4 19 '15 16 11 14

27 9 9 18 18 27 18 18 9 13-. 9 18 18 9
..

43 29
r

29 29 t4 61 20 2Q

31 8 f6 3 13 22 19 22 25 3 3 10 10 10 18 10 10

66 I. 8 14 28 17 3: 17 2 1 1 /10 14 22 13 .10

70 1 4 10 23 15 46 12 I 3 .24 24 9 .6 21
3 6 '1S 21 38 '12 9 99 '

60 40 10 10 30 10 9 27 64

77 . IS 17 32 15 21 _ 10 SI 39/ r 76 3 1 5 11 20 59 40 26 35 '.

. . k
. /

. 41
. * See questions 121 and 123 on page Al+.
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APPENDIX H 111

INSTITUTION IDENTIFICATION
.

University pfsCalifornia

.

..

A Davis \\. ,

B' Santt Cruz
C Szrkelp*
1) 5ontaAprbra

__
-

E Los Angeles .-A

i: San Diego i

6 -Irvine

D Aiversidet
California State Universities

A Chick
B Sonoma
C Bakersfield

.,.

I) Sin Jose .4_,,_

. F Full*dp 41P -N
F San Francisco Ix

41.

Ii Fresno
le

* 4i

H San Fellnando'
-. \-I

,Long Beach

.

1 .
.4 J San Diego..

.

K nayUard. .
.

...,-

.

0 ." , L '--linbilerladino.

W rolyte 'tic, Kellogg-Voorhis

.14 Sacramento

. 0 Los Angeles
'. P. Polytechnic, San Lois Obispo

California Comdunity Colleges

1 West Valley College
2 Yuba Cbllege
3 Allan Hancock College
4 Bakersfield 'College

S American River College

6 West Los Angeles College
7 Ventura College.
6 Victor Valley College
9 Barstow College

10 Cerritos College
11 Butte College

12 thWestern College
13 4rra College

b.

41I

_LS

a



14 Skyline

15 Chabot College .

16 City College of San Francisco

17 Citrus Compinity College/

18. Shasta College

10 Santa Monica College
20 Santa Rosa Junior College

21 College of AlitMeda,

22 College of the Redwoods

23 College of Marin

24 Santa liartiara City College

25 San Jose City College

26 Santa t.na College

27 College of the Siskiyous

.28 Consumnes College

29 -Compton College

30 San Joaquin Delta College

31 San Diego Mesa College

32 San Fraticisco Comunity Col .District

. 33 contra Costa College

34 Cypiess College

35 Cuesta College .

36 San Diego Evenirig College

37 San Bernadine Valley College /

38 San Diego City College

39 Diablo Vi1 leyc.e4-1-ege

,40 El Camino College
41. East Los Angeles College

'42 Saddleback Community'College
43' Riverside City College

44 Sacramento City College

45 Feathei River College

46 Gavilan College
47 Fresno City College

--48--Rio-Hondo-Colleg
49 Pasadena City:Cr age

50 Reedley
51 Glendale College
52 Hartnell College
53 Grossmont College
54 Palomar Junior College

55 Ohlonc College
56 Orange Coast College
57 Indian River College
58 Los Angeles City College

5.') Long Beach City College

60 Napa College

61 Mount San Antonio College

62 Mount Sin Jacinto College

63 Los Angeles Harbor College

64 ,Los Angeles Southwest. College
65 Los Angeles Pierce College
66 Merritt College



67 Los Anggles Valley College- .

68 Merced College
69 Los Angeles Trade Technical, College

Private Institutions

A WpstmontCollege
13 Armstrong College

C Cali-fornia Baptist College

1) Azusa Pn4fic College
E University of. San Francisco

F Univ6rsity of the Pacific

G Universityof Redlands
H California Institute of the Arts

I Dominican College of San Rafael

J Claremont Collsges (including Pitzer)

K Saint Mary's College of California

L Pepperdine University

M Pitzer College
N Immaculate Heart \College

O Mills College

P Menlo College

Q Pasadena College

R Otis Art Institute of Los Angeles County,

S Pacific College

T Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies

U Occidental College

V Mount Saint Mary's College

W University of Safffa Clara
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